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WR 4H4iK % RsUcHRf ( 7$TT tiaOWf tfl$<*>< ) 5RT ^3TTft RTfaftRJ 3|f^T aftf 3tftHJEHTTr 

Statutory Orders and Notifications Issued by the Ministries of the Government of India 
(Other than the Ministry of Defence) 


f^RTRET jm trto 

( Uilffifl* 3^r yf^l^WI f^tTPT ) 

1 2008 

W.3TT. 3258.—TR3»R ^d<£K! ^ SfrRTT TTf^cTT, 
1973 (1974 **JT SlfafTOR R. 2) W1 24 ^t^T-qKT (8) 
SRT TO Vital TU TRW ^ ^FTC 1NWH 

wrn Tffro 

■RPf#* 4 3if^#5B, ar^ftcT, ^ RPraf 3 to? 

3lfR<4l'Ji=h ^ 3 Pi^w <mo! ^1 

[H 225/40/2008-t^M-II] 

^ ychivi, ulVd 


MINISTRY OF PERSONNEL, PUBLIC 
GRIEVANCES AND PENSIONS 

(Department of Personnel and Training) 

New Delhi, the 1 st December, 2008 

S.O. 3258. —in exercise of the powers conferred by 
the provisions of sujb-section (8) of Section 24 of the Code 
of Criminal Procedure, 1973 (Act No. 2 of 1974), the Central 
Government hereby appoints Shri Tej Prakash Sharma, 
Advocate a Retainer Counsel of Central Bureau of 
Investigation in the Rajasthan High Court at Jaipur as 
Special Public Prosecutor, for conducting prosecution 
appeals, revisions or other proceedings arising out of the 
cases investigated by the Delhi Special Police 
Establishment, in the Rajasthan High Court at Jaipur. 

. [No. 225/40/2008-AVD-111 
CHAN DRA PRAKASH, Under Secy. 
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( fa<rf)U ftzmj ftncrm) 

M feft, 3 fFTO, 2008 



md 3t^i ftft ft ftt wft ft, 

Wfa ft? ft* ft wfa ft£ ft w ft ^ ft ftftr 
i i 

[m ft. 8/6/2006-ftft-I] 
ft. ft. fft^TJqftft? 


New Delhi, the 4th December, 2008 
S.O. 3260.—In exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section 3(h) and (3-A) of Section 9 of the Banking 
Companies (Acquisition & Transfer of Undertakings) Act, 
1970/1980 read with sub-clause (1) of clause 3 of the 
Nationalised Banks (Management & Miscellaneous 
Provisions) Scheme, 1970/1980, the Central Government 
hereby nominates Shri Hari Chand Bahadur Singh as part- 
time non-official Director on the Board of Directors of 
Punjab & Sind Bank, for a period of three years from the 
date of notification of his appointment or until further 
orders, whichever is earlier. 

[F. No. 9/44/2005-BO-I] 
G B. SINGH, Dy. Secy. 


3ft? WTtJT tnncTO 


j MINISTRY OF FINANCE 
(Department of Financial Services) 

New Delhi, the 3rd December, 2008 

S.O. 32$9.—In exercise of the powers conferred by 
clause (jc) of subsection (1) of Section 21, read with Section 
21Aofthe State Bank of India Act, 1955(23 of 1955),the 
Central Government, in consultation with Reserve Bank of 
India, hereby laminates Shri TPM Ibrahim Khan, resident 
of United Lajw Chamber Near Lisie Jn. SRM Road 
Emakulam, K^chi as Member of the Local Board of State 
Bank of India (at Thiruvananthapuram for a period of one 
year, at)d four (months from the date of notification of his 
appointment or until further orders, whichever is earlier. 

[F. No. 8/6/2006-BO-I] 

1 G. B. SINGH, Dy. Secy. 

ft 4 2008 

^T.W. 3(260.—Ifab (1RF*1 X3^T ) 

*97o/i9fe0ft^5 3ft*<H8r»5 (l) ft-nrnftscT 

febftj ftqft j ‘3BT 3lftl ftFft) 

1970/lp80^fttmi9^ft‘3Wm3 0*) ft* (3-^) 5*13^ 
ftftR ttcs&r, na^gKi, wfa 
ftftr ft 4 <ihvI ft, ft $f< ftt 

ftt ftt <n*te ft T-ft ft frrrr 

33wr ftnfrr ft ft ft, ftsrR tift fftfr 3ft ft 

ftSci ft 3IcrM+lfHeb 3* ?T?<h'lft ft ?*tt ft 

fH^4d 4Rft f ) 

[ T T>I. ft. 9/44/2005 -fttsft-I ] 

ft. ft), ffte, 


1 r<tt^fr,2008 

RJT.3IT. 3261—FI ftt ) 1 , 2007 

ftt TRftS9°F ft sFR ft <T«TT ReTfft^f (W^H) 

fWT, 1983 'ft fftW 7 Tift 8 ft ftftT Rerfftr 
1952 (1952 37) ftt m 5 ftt (I) {JTCT 3IFT 

ftftlft Tfftl ft^ ^K«hK ft FT. < u lftld, <lM, 

. FT-FI- ftftcT ft?, FR, ftRfeqiC fd^cHd^q (ft^T) 

ftt RRR ft ft ftt 3Tftft ft ffttr 3T8RT 3Rft 3TTFT 
ftft CRT, Fft ft ftt ftt Wft ft, ftftft fftFT MHI U H fttft ft 
*Idl*cbk ftFT T*T TW ^R?ft tl 

[RT ft. 809/6/2007-FF(ftt)] 
ftftcTTtw, (fftcR) 

MINISTRY OF INFORMATION AND 
BROADCASTING 

New Delhi, the 1st December, 2008 

S.O. 3261.—In continuation of this Ministry’s 
Notification of even number dated 11th July, 2007 and in 
exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of 
Section 5 of the Cinematograph Act, 1952 (37 of 1952) 
read with rules 7 and 8 of the Cinematograph (Certification) 
Rules, 1983 the Central Government is pleased to appoint 
Shri M. Renjith, Rohini, S S. Koil Road, Jawahar Nagar, 
Kowdiar, Thiruvananthapuram (Kerala) as a member of 
the Thiruvananthapuram advisory panel of the Cental 
Board of Film Certification with immediate effect for a 
period of two years, or until further orders, whichever is 
earlier. 

[F. No. 809/6/2007-1’(C) ] 

SANGEETA SINGH, Director (Filins) 
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W'TSf W T HH MfTH Wf 
(aam %?rr Mm) 
ai 28 2008 

«f»T.3IT. 3262.—<^^4 4w>K, ^N'H*(i (4 *h 4j ?ii^<4(<7 
y41'af*ti 4 j 1^1 y#!) Ri^h, 1976 4j“ Ri^h 10 4> "3 T T—T^i^hh 
(4) 4j 3^373*1 "4 Hi*irt 44rtFT fq«t>ra 4:ud4 (a^cft 1?WT 
t^RFT) ^ 3 tM(T mfc( ^T MPl4>1 4**7F7, $tfl5WI4 
#, R*i*i4> 80 yfiwid 4 37fa3> 't^'diR^l4 4ir4^iM4i 

^TR "STIR «FR firRTT 37fa*j[4<t «FR<ft f I 

[4. 11011-7/2005~U^] 
stMt #7, 

MINISTRY OF HUMAN RESOURCE 
DEVELOPMENT 

(Department of Higher Education) 

New Delhi, the 28th November, 2008 

S.O. 3262.—In pursuance of sub rule (4) of rule 10 
of the Offic ial Language (Use for Official Purposes of the 
Union) Rules, 1976, the Central Government hereby notifies 
the Indian Institute of Information Technology, Allahabad 
under the Ministry of Human Resource Development, 
(Deptt. of Higher Education) whose more than 80% members 
of the staffhave acquired working knowledge of Hindi. 

[No. 11011-7/2005-O.L.U.J 
ANITA BHATNAGAR JAIN, Jt. Secy. 


TRPR 3*4 '3^TER M4IHU 
(3M» Mm) 
a$ 24 W2R, 2008 

^.377. 3263.—WIRT “ 4*7 <4 mrfte 
nW ^ f^rtt U#T” Mr, 1976 *4 M*T 10 ^4 ^T-Mr 
( 4) ^4 4’ TRT*H RR RSTUrW, Mm ^ 

RrTOTT#T ^fs^i ftffMis, 

4> RlM(dR&d <*>m(d<iT Rh** 80 yfd^m 4 3TpR> 37Rf?( 
d'lRH ^TcT-ufcl^id <t»4mR41 4 (6*41 R>7 4il4*flR37 *ll*1 "TRT 
4R fd<7l <4t 37f4*i[4fl 3Rcft ^1 

(i) 44*7^7 ms ^TT foMs, STskl 

(ii) ffeq t fctfR S s , #44 
[4 i~\ 1011/4/2008- W] 

R?ft?T #, TRJ^TT RfM 


MINISTRY OF CHEMICALS AND FERTILIZERS 
(Department of Fertilizers) 

New Delhi, the 24th November, 2008 

S.O. 3263.—In pursuance of sub rule (4) of rule 10 
of the Official Language “Use for Official purposes of the 
Union” Rules, 1976, die Central Government hereby notifies 
die following offices of the Projects & Development India 
Ltd. under die administrative control of the Ministry of 
Chemicals & Fertilizers, Department of Fertilizers whereof 
more than 80% i.e. about 100% staff have acquired the 
working knowledge of Hindi. 

(i) Projects & Development India Limited, Baroda 

(ii) Projects & Development India Limited, Bangalore 

[No. E-l 1011/4/2008-Hindi] 
__ SAT1SH CHANDRA, Jt. Secy. 

(mfapu Mm) 

ai 25 2008 

^El.3IF. 3264.—4»*41<i *H*»K RlUSci (cKiffdel RW* U ! 

sfftMOT) Pnm 1964 ^4 Mr 12 # smMh (2) ^4rt*7 
rM, Mfa («#*tifcrt<Tl (h4^ u i 44 Mot) 37f4MH, 1963 
(1963 22) # RRT 7 aft WIRT (1) 5RT 3RTtT m 

^ 4r4 srt4#4z Mi faRnd^, a. 

3TR-26, T&z, TTR 43, 4R7#-583203 W 

srftRj^n ^ mm 4* ytbww # mM 4 #t## mfa 
^ ma mm ^ ^ u 

^T. 37T. 3975 cTRt^ 20 ftUHL 1965 ^ ^qa\ 4‘ 
taPl'al 3fk 3RR^» (R*3F -I) 3T«rfcT dl? 3RR^J 
afk SRR^r fHHfdPsId ^Rff ^ 3 t4Pt ^ ^RT 

fcnj T^> STpcRR 0 ! ^ ^ 4 Hl^ldl :- 

(i) 4 r 4 ftr^tFtaAd, 

mm* tp3?-1 W?t (4t4^t) Pm 
1965 ^ pRTR 4 ^ 37#! 4f4«pn WI 44 ^ 
^Ri 37^77f4f azfo ^4 ^4^77 ma a; 
fR f4f4rr fafa 4>i4ffw ?rt am 

* STfiT^TM 44 ; 

(ii) 4 r 4 §*'H‘tasilU( ftp*7 yis4d fd(44^, 6)«4d, 

ja 37f4^R( ^ 37#r 37 r 4 ^ RToT! 4 44 

Pi44f 4 3iTO #ft -at Pi^i* (Mot 3rk 

<wifddl Mot) Mf?i Mot ?rt 

■R*R7-TPW t R (dRad ^7 4 M ^ I 

[m. 4. 5/13/2008-|37lf4^t4l 
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OF COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY 
(Department of Commerce) 

New Delhi, the 25th November, 2008 

i S.O. ; 3264.—In exercise of the powers conferred 
by sub-section (1) of Section 7 of the Export (Quality 
Control aiid Inspection) Act, 1963 (22 of 1963), read 
with sub-r|le (2) of rule 12 of the Export (Quality Control 
and Inspection) Rules 1964, the Central Government 
hereby recpgnised M/s. Inspectorate Griffith India Private 
Limited, No. R-26, Industrial Estate, Dam Road, Hospet- 
58^203, an agency for a period of three years with 
effect frofi the date of publication of this notification, 
foil inspection of Minerals and Ores (Group-1), namely, 
Irqn Orejand Manganese Ore, as specified in the 
Schedule Annexed to the notifications of the Government 
of India irj the Ministry of Commerce Number S.O. 3975 
dated the jOth day of December, 1965, prior to the export 
of jthe said Minerals and Ores at Hospet, subject to the 
following conditions, namely :— 

(i) ithat M/s. Inspectorate Griffith India Private 
1 Limited, Hospet shall give adequate facilities to 
, the officers nominated by the Export Inspection 

Council in this behalf to examine the method of 
1 irispection followed by them in granting the 
1 certificate of inspection under rule 4 of the Export 
; ; of Minerals and Ores, Group-1 (Inspection) 

i Rules, 1965; and 

(ii) that M/s. Inspectorate Griffith India Private 
j Limited, Hospet in the performance of their 
j function under this notification shall be bound 

by such directives as the Director (Inspection 
and Quality Control), Export Inspection Council 
I : may give in writing from time to time. 

[F.No. 5/13/2008-EI&EP] 
K1RAN PURI, Director 

25 2008 

3265—TOft W&K fplfa fPTsPn 

3fKM$jpjT) fro 1964 

■qfef Pffin (cHfifci^ afa Msn) srfMfmrc, 1 963 

(1963^122) ^«1RT 7 (1) 5TCT '5T<rT 

]Tq -W U^V141 (nt3Tl) 

R. 7, SW Tfe,^fcrte-583203 

-$ 'ttim sra 16 aiiret 2008 3 ^ 

mfa H fTO TR«F>R drTOild ^ 

3TT. 3975 20 fTOTT. 1965 3 

k ^arr frtPrf^d SRFE' (TP^-1) Sfsifcf 

kte spwz mi Pfnfdfed 3m igPrsif 


Ti^ 3TfqTOT ^ ^ k RTTOI ^cft f, 

(i) fa TOro T&rfm TT5 TOjTFR (T1T3TT) 

Isrffaf 3TR 3FTR7 V[T^ -1 m fafa 
(Msm) fTO 1965 4 m arafa Mm 

m vpm mro ^ Itttt frbTrf fafa Pittm 
TOfad 'gm -=m fmffar arfamM m, mfa gm 
fam mgffr frtfsfT TO ^ %cr 
frTO fat ; 

(ii) mi I Id d 1(5 ( 7 TT3TT), eldH? 

3R 3tfSRJ5RT eft 3T#f 3m TO* ^ RTdR R TPR 

ffatf k tos far! fa Ph^m* (fafam fa* 
mufafa ffafar) farm TOfari 

[mi. u 5/19/2008 fqr l 

fTOl 

New Delhi, the 25th November. 2008 

S.O. 3265. —In exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (1) of Section 7 of the Export (Quality Control 
and Inspection) Act, 1963 (22 of 1963), read with sub-rule 
(2)ofrule 12 ofthe Export (Quality Control and Inspection) 
Rules 1964, the Central Government hereby recognises 
M/s. Quality Services and Solutions (Goa), Shed No. N-7 
Industrial Estate, Dam Road, Hospet-583203, as an agency 
for a further period of three years with effect from 16 August 
2008 through publication of this notification, for inspection 
of Minerals and Ores (Group-1), namely. Iron Ore and 
Manganese Ore, as specified in the Schedule annexed to 
the notifications ofthe Government oflndia in the erstwhile 
Ministry of Commerce vide Number S.O. 3975 dated the 
20 th day of December. 1965, prior to the export ofthe said 
Minerals and Ores at Hospet, subject to the following 
conditions, namely:— 

(i) that M/s. Quality Services and Solutions (Goa ). 
Hospet shall give adequate facilities to the 
officers nominated by the Export Inspection 
Council in this behalf to examine the method of 
inspection followed by them in granting the 
certificate of inspection under rule 4 ofthe Export 
of Minerals and Ores, Group-1 (Inspection) 
Rules, 1965; and 

(ii) that M/s. Quality Services and Solutions (Goa ). 
Hospet in the performance of their function 
under this notification shall be bound by such 
directives as the Director (Inspection and Quality 
Control), Export Inspection Council may give in 
writing from time to time. 

[F. No. 5/19/2008-El & EH 
KIRAN PURI. Director 


MINIS^TRI 
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'swtimr aftr #a f ^i ftrarur wnm 

( amftM l Mm^ ftTOTTr) 

* \ 

mkhIm RR4> ^Cl 

M 28 W^T, 2008 

<FT.37T. 3266.—'RRfifa ^ fw?, 1987 ^ fWT 7 ^ (1) ^ Tsfe (W) ^ OT^ROT 3 RTRfa RFTC? 

^rt y.a^s.RT srf^^pqci RR?TT $ fan RTCclfa RH* Rtf fa<« u l RH 3 f^RT RRT t, RF WllMcl ^ RRT t :— 


si^qsft 


sFR 

MI 

^^TTfacT RTRfa RTRR?(Rj¥) Rft TT^TT, R*f 
<fffc 

R^ RTRfal RTR4> SKI 

RRrfa RTRtfT 3TRRT RTRRSf, -qft 


(0 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1. 

<^RR 1885 (RFT 27): 2008/3TT^ 60050(51) : 
1995 (MMfr ?T*Wl RFT 27 RTRT 

(cft^RT T pRteFR) 


3FTCR 2008 





JflW «t>r MM MKaTR MTW RTW RRR, 9, RSI^^T? WFl him, R? KcrTT-110002, 8JRTR 

: R^ ^rRTRTT, cTRT J\m 3>wfdRY : 3IF*KWt<c, wk, RNTd, 

TpTKTSt, ihoRK, ^TRgT, 44*1^, RPFJL R3RT, ^ RRT f^RRRTFJTR ^ RRRT^l f 1 


[Wtf :^01/3-12] 
«Mh 1, fH^0<6 t(R ¥5® (fa^d ciehlletil) 

MINISTRY OF CONSUMER AFFAIRS, FOOD AND PUBLIC DISTRIBUTION 
(Department of Consumer Affairs) 

BUREAU OF INDIAN STANDARS 
New Delhi, the 28th November, 2008 

S.O. 3266.— In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 1987, 
the Bureau of Indian Standards, hereby notifies the Indian Standards to the Indian standards, particulars of which is given 
in the Schedule hereto annexed has been issued : ' 


SCHEDULE 


SI. No. 

No. & Year of the Indian Standards 

No. & Year of the Indian Standards, 
if any, superseded by the New Indian 
Standard 

Date of 
Establishment 

0) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1. 

IS 1885 (Part 27) :2008/IEC 60050(551): 1998 
Electrotechnical Vocabulary Part 27 Power 
Electronics Protection (Third Revision) 

— 

August 2008 


Copy of this Standard is available for sale with the Bureau’of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9 Bahadur Shah 
Zafar Marg, New Delhi-110002 and Regional Offices: New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai and also Branch 
Offices: Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur, Kanpur, Nagpur, 
Patna, Pune, Thiruvananthapuram. 

[Ref: ET 01 AT-12] 

PRAKASH BACHANI, Director & Head (Electrotechnical) 







20Q8 

1. 89^6009 16-9-2008 

2 8962506 28-8-2008 

: i 

3. 8965310 10-9-2008 

i 

4. 89(56615 17-9-2008 

5. 8966716 17-9-2008 

I 

; i 

6. 8967314 25-9-2008 

7. 8965916 10-9-2008 

• 8. 8962102 29-8-2008 

9. 8961807 29-8-2008 

10. 8965815 16-9-2008 

'll. 8967213 23-9-2008 


-fad s[R^?7T (m) 

3^-664, Tfe 1. 9^2 fsRWlf afhatpRJ &T, 
^R^-302013 (W«1H) 

^3r Tfarr OH.) %., 

W 1. 223-226 3fklP|c|i 8jfa, ^7T, 
37^7-301030 (TF5R*7H) 

^J*R7 #fcRf, 

7KfH>i ^TTT, 3ilr>s ^sfK #«b<-332 001 
(TT5R*7H) 

^7# 3755 =^ 7 $, 

^IRT^rilR 3R^R-301001 (TFjR*7R) 

# 37^3 #77 

85,^3ftp#R7, 7^4. 2 
37^7-301001 (7TSR87R) 

#77^ 

"Q^ft-36, tWtt, RR7, 

^1^7-335001 (7RP7H) 

#77f 37l^qici 4>^r77 (317.) %., 

139, allsiilfal #7, #<WI£I, 

^7-302012 (7F5T787PT) 

#77$ =g73# Tnrs 

^-151,7te^f. 11, 

37tetfo*r #7, 

^757-302013 (7F3RS7H) 

#7^ WRT ^R77 #S^71 (?.) 377f^ 

fdPM^ 5p72-Il, 

Wi. 15-28, 37T^T#R 
(3lW[+ W) 

' 35RT57-302013 (TFSRstm) 

#77f 4>^ 37Tf 5 u 'S<r^'*l RiIh^S ^ 
Wt-9l9,920,%^-ni, 

Ttert 37teftfw m, 
ta#-301019 
toT-37^7 (7R7«7H) 

#77$ 3^.TR7. W77 37T. fH, 

#-47-48, sMte #7, #57-11, 


694 : 1990 

114 : 2204 

<tyrlE|i| tef #7 #Z7 
5f74H7 (37^7 ^7 
f777# 

1417 : 1999 

7n#*0# # Ff^R7lf%n 
1417 : 1999 

tW^uiT # WRTlf#7 


1417 : 1999 



1554 (^R l):1988 

#M (5^0 

<£<4677 
6003 t 1983 

#r 

6006 : 1983 

37 ; [«6T<i^ 7=577 UcilckS 77^ 

#R #4# 


9968 (‘RFT 2) :2002 


14333:1996 

FTf 7^7# Wt 


^Rf57 (7T5RS7H) 


9>R ##337 


[77. #HH#/13: 
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New Delhi, the 1 st December, 2008 


S.0. 3267.— In pursuance of sub-regulation (5) of regulation 4 of the Bureau of Indian Standards (Certification 
Regulation)1988, the Bureau of Indian Standards, hereby notifies the grant of licence particulars of which are given in the 
following schedule: 



SCHEDULE 

.. 

SI. Licence No. 
No. (CM/L- ) 

Operative Date 

Name and Adress ofthe Licence 

Article/Process Covered by 
the licences and the relevant 
IS .Designation 

(1) (2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

September 

2008 




1. 8966009 

16-9-2008 

M/s. Thar Cables (Pvt.) Ltd. 

F-664, RoadNo. 9F2 V.K. I. Area, Jaipur-302013 
(Rajasthan) 

694:1990 

PVC Industrial Cables 

1 89(52506 

28-8-2008 

M/s. Panyware Roca Private Ltd. 

Plot No. 223-226 Matsya Industrial Area, Desula 
Alwar-301030 (Rajasthan) 

774:2004 

Flushing Cistern for Water 
Closets and Urinals (Other 
than Plastic Cistern) 

3. 8965310 

10-9-2008 

M/s. Subham Jewellers 

Sarafa Bazar, Old Dujod Gate Sikar-332001 
(Rajasthan) 

1417:1999 

Hallmarking of Gold Jewellery 

4. 8966615 

17-9-2008 

M/s. Anoap Jewellers 

Bajaja Bazar, Alwar-3 01 001 (Rajasthan) 

1417:1999 

Hallmarking ot Gold Jewellery 

5. 8966716 

17-9-2008 

M/s. Shri Anoop Gems & Jewellers 

85, Jai Complex, RoadNo. 2, Alwar-301001 
(Rajasthan) 

1417:1999 

Hallmarking of Gold Jewellery 

6. 8967314 

25-9-2008 

M/s. Shri Shyam Sunder Jewellers 

LG36, Basement, Heeralal Mall Bikaner-301001 
(Rajasthan) 

1417:1999 

Hallmarking of Gold Jewellery 

7. 8965916 

10-9-2008 

M/s. Oswal Cables Private Limited 

139, Industrial Area, Jhotwara, Jaipur-3 02012 
(Rajasthan) 

1554 (Part 1): 1988 

PVC Insulated (HD) Cables 

8. 896210:! 

29-8-2008 

M/s. Mukherji& Mukhetji 

E-151, RoadNo. 11, V.K.L Area, Jaipur 302013 
(Rajasthan) 

6003:1983 

Indented Wire for Prestresed 
Concrete 

9. 8961807 

2*9-8-2008 

M/s. Bajrang Wire Products (I) Pvt. Ltd.,-Unit-II 
Plot No. 15-28, Akera Dungar (Industrial Park) 
Jaipur 302013 (Rajasthan) 

6006:1983 

Uncoated Stress Relieved 
Stand for Prestressed 

Concrete 

10. 8965815 

16-9-2008 

M/s. KEI Industries Litnited 

SP-919,920, Phase-III RIICO Industrial Area 
Bhiwadi-301019 Distt. Alwar (Rajasthan) 

9968 (Part 2): 2002 
Elastomer-Insulated Cables 

11. 8967213 

22-9-2008 

M/s. H.M. Pipes Pvt.Ltd. 

G-47-48, Bagru Industrial Area, Phase-II, Jaipur 
(Rajasthan) 

14333:19% 

High Density Polyethylene 
Pipe for Sewerage 


[No.CMD/13:ll] 
P. K. GAMBHIR, Dy. Director General (Marks) 
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1 2008 


^.331. 3268*TR#3 TfPT^ ^ fsrfwr, 1987 ^ IWl 7 ^ 49^0 ( 1) ^ 735 (33) ^ 33'J3Tm 
U,cKfcK! 3Tf^hjf^cT 3R1T t fefm *TR#4 ‘RFftf ^ 3T^pt 3t, 3 TSJlfw ^ ^ t :— 


3^1 

Km 

7R§m 


M MRdt4 RH<*> SRI cHfdsFfMd 
'RPI4R 3R13T 

ft, «F»t 


(l) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1 . 

3rr|-q^t 15836 (RFT 3) 2008 7piT ^ 

Pcm. "HIM 3 

— 

3RTOT2008 


^ RPf^’ TTf^RTT ^l#l T TPT^T R^FT, 9, <4$I3<¥II* ^PFT wf, ^ fW*-l 10002, aHfa 

wW : ^ <6ld*ldl, %=^, -gcsjf <r*3T in sfciMcJC 

[l<*\*\&, foimk, '5FH^, RRT^7, T RRT, ^ <T*3T 3 fasft ^ 3W t'l 

[7M r^fr^/^.S] 

1 tj. vi<dNi4, lifter ‘^' 

■ i 

I New Delhi, the 1 st December, 2008 

S.O. ,3268. — In pursuance of clause (b) sub-rule (1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 1987, the 
Bureauiof Indian Standards, hereby notifies that the Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in the Schedule here 
to annexed have been established on the date indicated against each : 

SCHEDULE 


SI. No. No. # Year of the Indian Standards 
Established 


No. & Year of the Indian Standards, Date of 

if any, Superseded by the New Indian Establishment 
Standard 


(1) (2) _(3)_ (4) 

1. MSI 5^36 (Part 3): 2008 — August 2008 

Ergonomic design for the safety of machinery Part 3 
Anthjopometricdata 

Copips of these Standards is available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9, Bahadur 
Shah Zafar M&rg, New Delhi-110002 and Regional Offices: New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chehni, Mumbai and also 
Branch Office^: Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur, Kanpur, Nagpur, 
Patna, Pune, thiruvananthapuram. 

[Ref PGD/G-3.5| 

. S. BHATTACHARYA, Sc. ‘E’ & Head (PGD) 

M 4 fc?R3R, 2008 


^T.3irr. 3269.—'TTFFf ^ (3TOFH) fafWT, 1987 ^ 7 ^ (1) ^ ^ (33) ^ 3 

wfa 1*37! a*fsRjfacT ^Trfi 333^ $ M "RFRi (^f) 3 7 mm tor M t 

1 


sFR TmHfepT ^HKdVj 7R&7T 3?R ^4 

TRslT 

7T#«FT ^ wn 3?R ^4 

7 mm pfpjeH 
^rfHafa 

(1) (2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1. • 331^ 13645 : 1993 

TmbHTI. 1 

31-10-2008 

fmif wfcff is y fay die mrszfami 

333^17 2008 


-HmMiT fR^frT 











[>IPTII—73F5 3(ii)] 


: t^TWTC 13,2P08/3TggEPH 22, 1930 _ 6427 

^ ^ktenf Ht Tif^RTT wfa wm-&$, rff* 9 ,mwf,^^#-110002, ffito*tfxf 

«f>ld«W< 1T, t?as>r<3, ^=rf, "5^ cf«fT 7TMT ^JPTfePTf : a^KI^, W?R, ^Inid, ’aFfap^, ^qiSiet, 

wjC 'TFi^, "qz^n, ^ rt«n 3 ^ ti 

[wtf : F5^3TR 9fit- 33 I 
tt. tttt. ifez , ^iPr 4 ^\ Ph^h> (*ip wp fa*PT) 


New Delhi, the 4th December, 2008 

S.O. 3269.— In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (I) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 1987, 
the Bureau of Indian Standards, hereby notifies that amendaments to the Indian Standards, particulars of which arc given 
in the Schedule hereto annexed have been issued : 


SCHEDULE 


SI No. No., Title andVear of the Indian Standards 

No. & Year of the amendment 

Date from which 
the amendment 
shall have effect 

(1) (2) *. 

(3) 

(4) 

1. IS 13645:1993 

Amendment No. 1 

31-10-2008 

Guniting the Upstream Face of Masonty 

October 2008 


Dams-Guide lines 




Copy of this Standard is available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9, Bahadur Shah 
Zafar Marg, New Delhi-110002 and Regional Offices: New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai and also Branch 
Offices: Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur, Kanpur, Nagpur, 
Paitna, Pune, Thiruvananthapuram, 

[Ref: WRD9/T-33] 

A. M. DAVID, Scientist ‘E\ Director (Water Resources Department) 


^ 4 2008 


W.3TC. 3270.—'rota ^ fWT, 1987 ^ ftPW 7 ^ ( 1) ^ T&Z (^) ^ 3 WpT RHf 

®^Tt lid^gK I 3rfN^|r|fl t % 3T5^5t *¥ *04 RFP> (^f) 4 TTTTfiP f^TT M f :— 


3^ 

sFTR 


T T$t WH 

TTTTfiP ppplifft 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1. 

airf^ n 155 : 1994 

^ Fl sifayqiG *u^ii3Tf ^>r Pinfci- 

1 

2008 

31-10-2008 


3jf?PT ^t^#-110002, M 

wPre , <r«n wst : awre q w re, wfk, 

WJT, T F27TT, ^ trqj tecFRTT^R 3 f I 

[^M :FS^3TR^t9/^-16l 
n. T£T. ff^rsp (^IW^ fo*(FT) 


4761 Gl/08—2 
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New Delhi, the 4th December, 2008 

S.O. 3270.— In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (1) of Rule 7 ofthe.Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 1987, 
the Bureau of Indian Standards, hereby notifies that amendments to the Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in 
the Schedule ^hereto annexed have been issued : 

SCHEDULE 


SI.No. 

No., Title and Year of the Indian Standards 

j .......-- 

No. & Year of the amendment 

Date from which 
the amendment 
shall have effect 

0) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1. 

IS 11155:1994 



Amendment No. 1 

Construction of Spillways and Similar Overflow 
: Struttures-Code of Practice ‘ 

31-10-2008 

October 2008 



Copy of this Standard is available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak $havan, 9, Bahadur Shah 
Zafar Marg, New Delhi-110002 and Regional Offices: New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, CT^nnai, Mumbai and also Branch 
Offices: Ahntedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, C^Vvanati, Hyderabad, Jaipur, Kanpur, Nagpur, 
Patna, Pune, Thiruvananthapuram. 

[Ref: WRD 9/T-16] 

A. M. DAVID, Scientist ‘E\ Director (Water Resources Department) 


^ 4 faTOt, 2008 

3271.—wta fm, 1987 ^ feq 7 ^ Thfm (i) isrs (ts) ^ arptm 3 mate 

t ^ if fe (ctf) ff fen M 




wflm *rrcrrfa trrt wit 

TRshI 

7T#<FT TOTT ^ 

7TC1t*R 

(1) : ■ ; (2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1. 3^7^5i 86: i994 

7T7ltHH 77 1 

j J t u 

47 xrM wi 

31^7 2008 


wfcj-wvtz 




^ 'HPTT) TO, 9, ^7 xfpf, ^ feHt- 1! 0002, WfW' : ^ 

iwt, tfclf'W.di, ^ u -sl | (5, rf*n Wm : 3^;q<T^r4, , t^TT^, 

^7, ^TT37, *FF{7, -qe^ ^rff cT«TT 3 f I 


:^^3TT7^t 9/^-3] 
^>4. tfas , £ r trtt*r fa*?Fr) 

New Delhi, the 4th December, 2008 

S.O. 3271.— In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 1987, 



[HFUI-W 3(ii>] 
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__ SCHEDULE _ 

SI. No. No., Title and Year of the Indian Standards No. and Year of the amendment Date from which 

the amendment 

_ shall have effect 

0) (2) (3) (4) 

I. IS 5186:1994 Amendment No. 1 31-10-2008 

Design of Chute and Side Channel Spillways— October 2008 

Criteria (First Revision) v 

Copy of this Standard is available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9 Bahadur Shah 
Zafar Marg, New Delhi-110002 and Regional Offices: New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh 1 , Chennai, Mumbai and also Branch 
Offices: Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur, Kanpur, Nagpur, 
Patna, Pune, Thiruvananthapuram. 

[Ref: WRD9/T-3| 

A. M. DAVID, Scientist E, Director (Water Resources Department) 


6 2008 

^T. 3TT. 3272.—TIRFH, RR37 (3T^T Pc|<+W) STfafiTRR 1957 (1957 20 ) ^ RRI 7 

(1) TJRT RTT 3T#T rr# jRT, ^ WTFF ^TT. 30. 2191 W ^ TRm RFT 2, WS 

3,^5 (ii) 9 3RR<T, 2008 3 y+lfeld RRcft %, 3T*lfa 

n I Pel'll ^ WT TpPTO^cTT 3Tf% RH ■'WSRRsRl 

** 769 ( «TPT) 3 773”^7^RF"769 773"5rfs[fe'R3t^ 7 Tt I 

[m 7T. 43015/3/2006--qt3JR37lft^J : 1 ] 

rr. 


MINISTRY OF COAL 
CORRIGENDUM 

New Delhi, the 6th November, 2008 

S.O. 3272. —In exercise of the power conferred by sub-section (1) of Section 7 of the Coal Bearing Areas 
(Acquisition and Development) Act, 1957 (20 of 1957), the Central Government hereby amends the English version of the 
notification of the Government of India, Ministry of Coal vide number S. 0.2191 published in the Gazette of India, Part-11, 
Section-3, sub-section (ii) dated 9th August, 2Q08 namely :— 

2. In the said notification 

In serial number 1 below the schedule “B”, plot numbers to be acquired in village Gumgarakala (Part): 

(i) Figures “46 to 50(P)” shall be substituted by “46 to 49, 50(P)”. 

(ii) Figures “648/830” shall be substituted by “648/833”. 

[File No. 43015/3/2006-PRIW-I) | 
M. SHAHABUDEEN, Under Secy. 

WRT, 2008 

^>r. 3TT. 3273,—TO 8^ (affc ) RfRfRRR 1957 (1957 20) (f^^RR^R# 

61 RRT i?) R?t RRT 7 Rff^RRRT ( 1) ^ 3fRtR ^fRt RRR ^ 'bl<Mc 1 l R el <4 3Tf*RJRRT TRsRf RR. 
■3JT. 1686(3*) rfRte 30 2007 # RRcTTTRFR ^ WIR RRT 2, 3, (ii) RRfo 1 3RRRR, 2007 3 RRnf?RT 

^ SRT 3*f»RJRRT ^ FTeFT 3t^q) 3 Rftafe R?1 *ifR R* RRt 3*fRRRpf ^ 3R3fa ^ 3 ?r} 3RRR FJRRT R) 

z h 

3*fa WT RlfRRtRt 3 3RRT Rft RRJ 8 31^<U| if fa 'FRRTR Rfj) 3T9Fft R Rl t; 

3^ TWm RR, ft^ R7 fRRR RR^ ^ R7RTc( 3^ RTRTR t Wtff RR} °F RTRTfJ RR RRTRH Rt 

RRT t RTeFR if Rf% 1668.15 (eRTRR) RT 4122.59 (cRTRR) RR RT# ^ RRt 

3TfV^iR RiPs^ ; 





6430 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: DECEMBER 13,2008/AGRAHAYANA 22,1930 


[Part 11— Sec. 3(ii)] 


3Tct: sn, x&fa (3 t^N sfkfem) srfafqqq, [957 ht m 9 qft^qqrq ( i ) srt q^r ?rfcw^‘ 

qflfa q?h hw qRcft £ f*F fswfa W1 3 ^ ^ qiMMfflld 1668.15 t^T (WTqq) qi 4122.59 

(WT^FT) "qm $ Wft 3TfaqiK 3rf% ^ fl 

3rfq^n ^ an% ^ $q ^ u *!7TzHb&/#sq/07/qq snf ip/003 qqte 25-06-08 M$ft 

5mi^w, (^iws tf? 4) ^ <6Nfcrq q qrqfen 1 , qrafw T?te, <6>H<6idi- 700001 ^ TOfcrqqr 
^q iw'4; (qmq Tfqwq), qqzhM qqm qhi q^frq qhte, nsh qq ^ wh, w^, 
e^iixNm 826301 ($m<a-s) h qjTqfcrq q qr ^jq Hsiydqq> (qtrxq-fqfq^r) «h)<ri qi^fqq sfft «b)<ri qRTffa feqfam, qrctqfcft 
q^tSTl^T qcR, fqq f q*jq cTcT, W 4 q-14, #?ST-1, q^T-201301 h qqqfeTq %qi ^T f I 

^ r 
qqrd qhr qiffqq yl^qn 

qqq'^n hfa ah 

FshfaFT, ^TR'h-g 

^nsZTTj: qqzt m! ql/q1qq/07/q3isTTtqq/003 <trRi 25 qp, 2008 

ftdfa^qq 

(qr) TT^qq ^ : 

qqt srfhFR 


qrqq. 

qfq qq dIH 

qjqrq. 

*1HT 

fqcq 

^q>d (qmqq) 

Ihpjft 






&<*h< 

qq-i-s 


1 . 


41 

qsqqqfq 

^TRtqrq 

135.98 

336.60 

qm 

2 

qnh 

49 

q^qqqfq 

qqrRhFT 

66.14 

163.43 

qiq 

3 . 

qhtqicTT 

51 

qsqnqfq 


107.19 

264.86 

qm 

4 

%Tq^TT 

52 

q^qqqfq 

qqqhTq 

139.28 

344.16 

qm 

S 


54 

q^qqqfq 

*-dl(Nl J l 

76.85 

189.89 

qm 

6. 

3l|<15<l 

55 

q^qqqfq 

"S'dRhFT 

114.43 

282.75 

qm 

7. 


53 

q^qqqfq 

qqiftqrq 

43.16 

106.66 

qm 

& 


60 

q^qqqfq 

FqifhFl 

98.24 

242.75 

T* 

9 

ulnm 

59 

q^qqqfq 

^qqtqpr 

153.86 

380.19 

T* 

10. 

HOTT 

58 

qsqqqfq 

d'dKhld 

128.67 

317.95 

qm 

li. 

# 

62 

qgqqqfq 

d'dkhMI 

63.17 

156.09 

qm 

12 

m 

61 

qsqqqiq 

d'dlOdMI 

128.50 

317.52 


13. 

hRqi^ 

39 

qUspft 

d'dRldFI 

28.98 

71.61 

qm 




qtq ( qwr) 

1284.45 

3174.46 



(iq) qq *jfq (qfq^fqq /h : 


qrq qf. 

qfq qq mq 

«TRiq. 

«iht hmn 

- 

(mqqq) 

tqhn qq^:. 


1 . 



41 

«?-Sebt J lN 

185.02 

457.17 

qm 

2 . 

qqst 


49 

q^qmifq q^rwi 

76.13 

188.12 

qm 

3. 

3lKI6<l 


55 

q^qqqfq Fqrdqm 

8.26 

20.41 

qm 

4. 



60 

q^qnqfq F^nrtqiq 

ia 59 

26.17 

T* 

5. 

hNrw 


59 

qqqqqfq ■^qiftqm 

43.14 

106.60 

T* 

6. 

dmg 


58 

qsqmrfq ^^qqhm 

34.08 

84.21 

qm 

7. 



62 

«T5^mfq T^sqftqm 

8.56 

21.17 

qm 

8. 



61 

e^id^io 

16.50 

40.77 

Y* 

9.- 

H 1 <+> crll 


52 

■q^qqqiq F3TRhm 

0.57 

1.41 

qm 

10 . 



54 

»_^ 

0.85 

2.10 

qm 





c661 qrfq( HO'qq ) 

383.70 


. 
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HTfm : *■ 

(H>) ^-1284.45 (WFT)=3174.46 (WTMM) 

(-&) 383.70 (WR)=48.13 (rPTHH) 

H^mW-O^+T^)- 1668.15 t^FTT ( WTMn)=4122.59 (WT^FT) 

3Tf^TcT Hl3 TRITH mTdl H>t TJHt. 

I. HTM^^T:- l(HFT), 11, 14 384,86 393,95 3104, 106 3 229,231 3237,239 ^341,343 3346,348 3516,517 

(MPT), 518 3 618, 619 (MPT), 620 3 627. 

2 MIMM 1 2 3 4 5 * 7 !^:- 379 (MPT), 737, 798, 801 3 1124, 1126, 1128 3 1142, 1144 33 1145. 

3. 579 3 586,592, 594,611 3 642,644 3 1027, 1029 ^ 1087, 1 107 3 1109, 1 143 3 1150, 1215, 
1217, 1218, 12203 1223, 1227 ^ 1279,13063 1310,1317,3 1327,1332, 1335, 1336,15743 1592, 1641, 
3 1654, 1672, 1675 3 1706,1709 3 1711,1928 3 1941, 1971, 1972, 1974, 1975. 

4. HIM 3M*<rri:- 117 3 147, 284 3 290, 424, 425, 430 (MPT), 431 3 433, 434 (MPT), 435(MPT), 436 (MPT), 

444(MPT), 445 3513,514 (MPT), 515,516, 622 3 2155,2127, 2130 3 2132,2134,2135,2181. 

5. TIFI^ihT;- 221 3 246,247 (MPT), 314(MPT), 315 3 380, 381 (MPT), 382, 386 (MPT), 389 (MPT), 450 (MPT), 

451,452 (MPT), 455 3 468, 469 (MPT), 470 (^IPT), 485 (MPT), 4S6, 487 ('TFT), 488 3 1002, 1003 (MPT), 
1004 3 1007, 1008 (MPT), 1009,1010,1011 (MPT), 1202(MPT), 1203, 1204,1205 (MPT), 1206 (MPT), 1209 
(MPT), 12103 1212, 1215, 1216, 12183 1227, 1257. 

6. TRTammTf:- 174 (MPT), 175 3 180, 181 (MPT), 202 (MPT), 203 3 208, 209 (MPT), 210 3 222, 223 (MPT) 3 225 

(’RPT), 229 C'RPT), 253 (MPT), 254,265 3 267,269 3 1375,1603 3 1605, 1606 (MPT), 1607 3 1617, 1623 
3 1625, 1640,1988 3 1992,1994,1999,2002 3 2004. 

7. HPT 1 3 184, 187 3 210,281 3 351,357,358,669,672 3 680, 1113 3 1116. 

8. Himlm^STRh- 1,3 3 47, 49 3 60, 62 3 64, 65, (MPT), 66 3 76, 78 3 81,82 (MPT), 83 3 255,256 C'RPT), 257 

3 423,425 3 860,862,863. 

9. TTTR 1 3 222, 224 3 238, 240 3 250, 251 (MPT), 252 3 254, 255 (MPT), 256 3 260, 261 (MPT), 262 

3 459,460 (MPT), 461 3 738, 740 3 1012, 1014, 1016, 1018 3 1095, 1096 (MPT), 1097 3 1105, 1106 
(WT), 1107 3 1114. 

10. HTM^TH^:- 1 3 4, 8 3 63, 64 (MPT), 65,66,67 (MPT), 68 3 80, 82 3 176, 180 3 195,221,222,226 3 238, 

241 3282,284,324 (MPT), 495 3 520, 524, 525, 539 (MPT), 540 3 654, 646 (MPT), 647 3 685, 690, 692 

3 851,853 3 866,871,934 3 954,955 (MPT), 956 3 1017, 2176 3 2181,2655 (MPT), 3814, 3815, 3817, 

3832 33836,3839. 

II. TTW ^3:— 1 3 30,37,38,40 3 94, 102 3 106, 126 3 141,435 3 443,445 3 458,459 (MPT), 460 3 532, 533 (MPT). 

12. Tim^r^:—1 3 4, 6 3 12, 14 3 627. 

13. Tim 52, 53, 55 3 122, 124 3 133, 140 3 145, 159 3 167 3 172, 174. 

1. Him-5^:—9 (MPT), 10, 12, 13, 85, 94, t05,230,238, 342, 347, 517 (MPT), 619 (MPT), 632. 

2. xpxpifi:—735, 736, 1125 (MPT), 1127, 1143. 

3. WT 3TTTn>TT:—268, 1993. 

4. Himf3^3TT3:—2, 48, 61,65 (MP1),77, 82, (MPT), 256 (MPT), 424, 861. 

5. HmmtaHTmT:—223,239, 251 (MPT), 255 (MPT), 261 (MPT), 460 (MPT), 739, 1013, 1015, 1017, 1096 (MPT), 

1106 (MPT). 

64 (MFT),67 (MPT), 81,646 (MPT), 955 (MPT), 1018. 


6 . 
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7. —459 (RPT). 

8. TITR^T^:—5, 13. 

9. 7JTR mi eh HI:—411. 

10. RTRRJRTT:—1057. 

feTT* RRT 9 ( 1 ) 3T*ft^T 3?fl^jf^cr ’ J 3TT% cnA cEt *flm ^<4-i ; 

(0 rmrz;- Rr rtr tbg* ^rrR-rP^rI ftRrt rt tor “rt” 3 r frr 

3T1T ^Tlcfr t 3?k W TIFT -£ W 77. 9, 1, 632,732 632 R fpR?ft ^ % “Rf" TC RRTRT Rlcft t I 

(ii) T3- R:—R§T 7JTR ^ <RRT IRrR R7 fRRT “7^” ^ WR Rpft t 3TR ^m\ 1w 3TR ^ 

1 i RRTRiFRRlR^RjlfeR. 632,631 3^ 231 3 T^Reft ^ % "R” 17 RRfRT $ 1 

(iii) ^73T R-R ;—^TsTf T l , l-sl HIM Ri RfeRt -hHc^hI R7 fRRT ^R” R RRRR $ldl 1? 3^ RRR-’tjRf f^vTR 
Rft 3^7 -mt i RR? RRff RTR ^ W 77. 1144 RR 379 3 ^pRefr ^ f%| "r” R7 RRFR itft t I 

(iv) , ^3T tf -T :—RRRt RTR ^ qfiMift fRRR R7 “r" 3 W RtRl t 3TR IRrR Rft 3RT RIRl f- 

RRT RRft TTPT ^ W R. 379, 735, 736 3^ 737 3 ^ RC RRTRT ^tcfl t I 

(iv) | :—'^RR^RTR^RRR-R^tRRrtR7fR^‘‘R"3RR*R^i3?RRf^ 

. ^tRRTRR^RTR^WR. 737,921,922,921,927,919,798,801,802,805 3^ 813 3 Weft 
"R” R7 TTRTRT Rf# t I 

(vi) ■; ^<sn «MJ :—RRTRl&|cb<rll RTRRiRRR-Rf7RRffRRitRTf7R?T " R ” 3^ RTRR frftftf t^RTlt 

3TR RIRt t RRT RTR^ x cTR R. 683, 579, 582, 586, 592, 594 3^ 611 3 TpTRff f^| “ R?” RT 

TfRPR "^eft ■§■ I 

(vii) ^73T 1?-'3T :—iRsTT UR ^ hP^^hI talk RT t^RT f^ “7?” R RTRR Ff?ft t 3fk^f^RR ^fl 3Tk ^TT?ft 

$ cT*1T ^9l«+dl WT^ W7?. 119, 118, 117, 123, 805, 133, 134, 135, 136, 137, 138, 139, 140, 141, 142, 
143, 144, 147, 3^ 146 TpReft ^ ‘V RTTMRT ^eft t \ 

(viii) ^STT ^T-fT ;—%FFeri UTR ^ t^Tlt R7 t^Tef “^r" R TO ^TefV t 3lk ^rRt %RR 

aqk ^FTcfr i <T*1T ^I^dl 3TTR ^"^ffe Tf. 146, 145, 741, 716, 186,2125, 285, 290, 284 3fk 290 ^ ^pReft 
irf -q^ ^rtrt ^eft $ 1 

(ix) : \ts\ ^T-^3r :—-^T 3JTR ^m«=h<Ht ^ Rf^Rt f^FTlt RT t7«T?l ^ W-R ^eft t 3^ 3TR 

: ^TTeft tTTRIRTR ^ WU 290, 712,424,425, 455,454, 431,430,436,434,435,445,444, 516, 

515, 3fk 514 ^ T^TCeft ^ “ o?” R7 RRTRT FTeft t I 

(x) ^rr^r-ir : —rtr^toi'^ toRR7fei“ r"3 to1 3 ^^Rfr-^taR 

3lk ^TTeft t R«n RTR ^Rl^crll ^ W: Tf. 514, 622 ^ 624 Tf fpReft “z” RT RRM^eff t I 

(xi) \m\ Z-V :—TWT RTR ^RT ^ '3RR t^RTR R7 fkl M Z" R W FfRf t 3flTT t^RR Rff 3TR 

Rlcft tRTR^RT^ WR. 221,230, 231,243,247, 314322, 379, 380,381, 382, 386, 389, 489, 488, 487, 
485,486,568,469,470,454,463,455,452,450, 1011, 1008, 1003, 1202, 1205, 1206, 3fft 1209 fpRrft 
^ “R” R7 RRM ^eft t I 

(xii) ^<91 :—^<91 UIH 3TRTBR ^ RrHt tRRT^ R7 iTRef “z” RTR-R ?>)<l] ’t' 3fft i%RR R>f 3TR 

Rlcft t RRT RTR 3RRFR ^ WR. 174, 181, 179, 180, 202, 209, 224, 225, 223, 229, 3ik 253 3 R^Rrit ^ 

“r" R7 rrtrt itit t I 

(xiii) ^rr "S-Z :—'RTR RRTBR ^ RRf f^RTt R7 fRRT “R h ^ RRTR ^ t 3|R RfaTTf-R^RHl I^Rlt RTf 
3TR -m\ i RRT RTR mm ^ W R. 253,254, 222, ^k 362,^RRRft^fR^“R” RCRRM^cftf l 

(xiv) hs\ R-RT RTR 3TRTFR ^RRR %RR R7 ftReT “ R M R RRTR ^ t 3fk IRr^rR ^ 3lR RRff 

^ RRT RIR 3TRT?R ^ ^\Z R. 362, 361,356, 3fk 271 ^ fJRRTf ^ ^ R7 RRTRT Ffeft f 1 




[HFTII—*3(ii)] 


FTTFFn FFFF : ftUMT 13, 2008/3TTTgTFF 22, 1930 


6433 

(xv) ^TT TTT-7T tT3T TIFT 3TTWTT # 3# felt FT ffe “V # FUFF ## t 3rtr Ffett-FfTF# felt Fit 
3TfT FT# t TTSTT TIFT 3TTTTFTT # Wi FT. 268 3?k 1988 # '^FT# ^ f^Fj ‘V FT FFIFT ## f I 

(xiv) t73T TT-8T :—-tTslT TIFT 3TTTTFTT # FF# felt FT ffe “f" F W ## t 3rk Ffeft felt #t 3TR FT# 

f Fen TIFT 3TTTTFTT # U 1988 3 1JFT# ^ " «T FT TFTFF FTcft t I 

(xvii) tT5T 8T-F :—tl^TTlFT 3TTTTFF # ^ feR FT ffe *'«T " ■£## f 3rfcFfe#felt#t 3TR FI# 

f FFT TIFT 3TTTTFF # ^FTfe TT. 1993, 1995 3Tfc 1996 # ^FT# fej "F" FT ^TFTFF ## f I 

(xviii) tT5TF ^T :—tr§T TIFT 3TTTTFF^^ felt FT Ife " # FFFF ## f 3lfc Ffe# felt #t 3TK FT# 

f F«7TTJFf 3TTTTFTT #‘ t feU 1616, 1617, 1623, 1624, 1625, 1640, 1603, 1606 FFT, 1373, 1375, 1374 3Tfc 
1351 3 ?JFT# " *T" FT W! ## tl 

(xix) t73T SI-F :—trar TIFT #FTF^ # %FK FT ffe f*F3 M F” F FUFF ## f 3Tk Fffet felt #t 3TR FT# 

tFen#FTT^# WTT. 678,680,679,672,673,331,332, 333,669,351,357,358 3rk 290 # TJFT# ^ 
FT WF ## t I 

(xx) tTJT F-F :—tr§T TIFT #FR|^ # Ffeft felt FT ffe "f" F W ## t #k FF# -Fffet felt #t 

3rk FT# t FFI FFT#FTT^ # Tfeu 289,288,287,284,283,282, 281, 1 115, 172, 178, 175, 176, 178, 
180, 181, 184, 187, 188, 199, 210, 209, 208, 206, 69, 3rk 68 3 ^FT# ^ “f" FT TO ## t I 

(xxi) t7§T F -FT :—tT3T TIFT <l41+d] #3# felt FT ffe fe^ “F" # FTFF Ffe# felt fe 3TTT 

FI# f FFTTIFT F l ^l^dl # WF. 1087, 1063, 1108, 1109, 1038, atk 1030 # ^JFT# ^ "F>" FTFFTFT 

### 1 

(xxii) t7JTFT-F :~trai TIFT Fl^ferf # FF# "felt FT ffe “ V # FTFF ## f Ffeft“Ff?F4 felt Fit 

3Ttr fet f F«n TIFT FTSferi ^ W U 1030, 1029, 1027, 1025, 1143, 1144, 1145, 1147, 1148, 1150, 1149, 
1227, 1228, 1229, 1230, 1223, 1220, 1218, 1217 4 t 1215 3 TpRnt if fe£ “F" FT W ?tFt t I 

(xxiii) tT5T F- F :—tr^T TIFT <l^lF>dl ^ FFtt "felt FT ffe “F” F FTTFF Ft# t 3TR Ffelt "felt fe 3TR 
fet t TFF FFT FIFtFJFf #U 1215, 1279, 1263, 1307, 1306, 1310, 1317, 1327, 1326, 1332, 1335, 
1336, 1574 3tk 1263 # '^pR# ^ “ F M FTOTFFt#f I 

(xxiv) tT5T F-F trai TIFT ^f#'F>dl' # felt FT tfe fF^ "f" # 3TF7F Ft# f 4 t Ff f iF#~ T JFt felt Fit 

3TtT fet f F^TT TIFT FTSfelf # FFfe TT. 1263, 1575, 1592, 1591,1589, 1588, 1587, 1262, 1643, 1641, 1653, 
1654, 1677, 1675, 1680, 1672, 1681, 1706, 1709, 1710, 1711, 1699, 1698, 1262, 1933, 1940, 1932, 1931, 
1930, 1929 3^T 1928 # ‘S^T# ^ “f” FT WF ## f I 

(xxv) traT F-F :—tr§T TIFT Ffe # FF# felt FT tfe fF^ "f” # FTT»T Ft# f 3Tk Ffeft-1# felt #t 3TR 
■FI# t Fen FFT feg # W U 1,3, 4, 10,98, 10, 11, 12, 176, 175, 172, 180, 182, 183, 184, 185, 187, 
188, 189, 191, 192, 194, 195,230,221,222,226,238,237,235,241,324,284,269,281,280,505,504, 
503, 500, 495, 496, 497, 499, 525, 524, 520, 518, 646, 539 33^ 2655 # ‘!pIT# ^ “f” FT 7FTFF ## 

*1 

(xxvO trFT F-FT trai TIFT FFTI^ # felt FT ffe fspj "f” F FTTFF ## t <#T Ffe# felt #t 3TR FT# 
t F«n TIFT feg # ' t fe TT. 2655,2181,2180, 2176, 646,685, 692, 690, 742,851,853,854, 858,859, 860, 
861,862 3#T 863 #‘^FT# ^ f^5 “ FT1 ” FT7TFTFT##t I 

(xxvii) t^TT FT1 -734TM TIFT FFTT^ # Ffeft felt FT fel “FTl " # FTT»T ## f '#T FFtt-Ffe# felt 
^3TtTFI# iFenTnFFFTT5# WU 863, 864, 871, 866, 934, 939,940, 954 3?k 1018 # FFT# I? fe 
"W" FT TFTFF ## f 1 

traT 7F1 FI ;—t7FT TIFT #tt# T J# felK FT ffe “ Til ” # FTT»T ## t 3ltT FFtt-qfVF# felt #t 3TTT 

Fl#tF«TTTIFT#tt#^U 526,528,529,533,436,435,442,443,459, 139, 141 3rtr 132 #*3^#^ 
iFJ "ni ” FT ^FTFF ## t I 


(xxviii) 
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(xxix) ^3T ni-’q’l :—^ UftaUTt felt U7 "u” 3 WR ^TcfT ^ 3TTT -UfTmrt uft 

3^ Wtf WU. 131, 130, 129, 128, 127, 126, 106,71, 104, 105, 103, 102,93,94,44, 

42, 41,40, 38, 37, 30, 28, 27 23 3 “U1" U7 7TRIUT Ffcft t I 

(xxx) ^73T UTR ^qR<U<s|4 fUiRlt RT “Ul M 73 URFR tAtfl t 3TT7 drift-Pbik 

I uft 3TT? *IT# t 7TOTU1R ^ U. 172, 171, 170, 169, 167, 166, 165, 164, 163, 159, 160, 145, 

141,140, 133, 132, 131, 128, 127, 126, 125, 124, 122, 119,65, 52, 53,65, 58, 57, 56 3fk55 
^ U S .\" U7 rrirt itft ^ ! 

(xjod) * ^0Tmu fuRi* m f*F§ “^i” ^ urc»? Fiut t afafont 

3?k t U*?T U1R ^<fWI<^ <£ w U 55,62,63,64 afa 65 3 “Ul " RT RRTRT ^tcfl t I 

(mio i utr zw ^ rfm\ tort r? “ui ” 3 rtc«t tort uft str -m\ 

\ twUR^^ <£r^U 540, 539, 538 ^ 346 R?7FTRlRTFr<Tft I 

(xxxiii) ^ar^l -?1 :—^ UIR R? ft«RT 1*F3 M ^l” 3 RK^ ^ ^ ^ ITUTt fel? arP^Trfl 

I ! t <TOT UTR ^§j R?fc U. 346 sfa 98 3 TpTC# ^ “ ^1 ” RTRR1RT ?tcft t I 

(xxxiv) ^?3T Rfl-"^Tl :—^79T UP? 3<^«l ^ RfUURt fUPTlt R7 17*1^ " "^11 ” ^ UR 1 *? tftfll 1? 3?ft ■i^0- L |4] ftfRTt U>t 

3Tft *IT# t^WT UP? 98,97,95, 105,94, 105,85 3^32 ^ " SB ” R7 WcT 

i t I 

(xjjxv) ^^ 1 -^ 1 :—^UP?^^^uMt^U?t^^"^r , ^URTU^t aUT^TcTt 

t UP? ^ W U 32, 13, 12, 11 a?ft 10 ^TpRcft ^“^11 ” R7 TTRRT ffPft 't I 

(xxxvi) i oT1-U? :—^IT UP? ^ R3 "^1 " ^ W Flcft t I 3TR ^ffT %RR Rft 3TR 

! *irat f u«p up? ^ w u 9 aft? l 3 "[pi?# ^ “u?” u? w^t t i 

[R. 43015/7/2005-ut3TR3nf ^3^-1 (1^-1 II) ] 
UR. ^7 TTfUR 


New Delhi, the 28th November, 2008 

iS.O. 3273. —Whereas by the notification of the Government of India in the Ministry of Coal number 
S.0.1686 (Ej) dated the 30th September, 2007 issued under sub-section (1) of Section 7 of the Coal Bearing Areas, (Acquisition 
and pevelop^nent) Act, 1957 (20 of 1957) (hereinafter referred to as the said Act) and published in the Gazette of India, Extra 
Ordinary, Paft-11, Section-3, sub-section (ii), dated the 1st October, 2007, the Central Government gave notice of its intention 
to acquire thje lands and all rights in or over such lands specified in the schedule appended to that notification; 

And, \Vhereas, the competent authority in pursuance of Section 8 of the said Act, has made his report to the Central 
Government; 

And, whereas, the Central Government, after considering the report aforesaid and after consulting the Government of 
Jharkhand, is satisfied that the lands measuring 1668.15 hectares (approximately) or 4122.59 acres (approximately) as 
described ini the Schedule appended hereto, should be acquired; 

Now, therefore in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of Section 9 ol the Coal Bearing Areas, 
(Acquisition and Development) Act, 1957, the Central Government hereby declares that the lands measuring 1668.15 
hectares (approximately) or 4122.59 acres (approximately) and all rights in or over such lands as described in the Schedule 
are hereby acquired in phase-11. 

The plan bearing number NTPC/CM/07/MIN/003 dated the 25th June, 2008 of the area covered by this notification 
may be inspected in the Office of the Deputy Commissioner, Hazaribag (Jharkhand State) or in the Office of the Coal 
Conttoller, Ij, Council House Street, Kolkata-700001 orintheOfficeoftheDGM(HR)Pakri BarwadihCoal Mining Project, 
NTPC Limited, Opp. Laxmi Petrol Pump, Nawabganj, Hazaribag- 825301 (Jharkhand) or in the Office ofthe DGM (CM Civil). 
CoafMining & Coal Washery Division, NTPC Limited, PD1L Building, West Wing, First Floor, Plot No. A-14, Sector-!. 
Noida-201301. 
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SCHEDULE 

PAKRI BARWADIH COAL MINING BLOCK 

NORTH KARANPURA COALFIELDS IN DISTRICT HAZARIBAG JHARKHAND 

Plan bearing number NTPC/CM/07/MIN/003 Dated the 25th June, 2008 

All Rights Phase-II 

(A) REVENUE LAND 

SI Village 

Thana 

Thana 

District 

Area in 

Area in 

Remark 

No. 

No. 



hectares 

acre 


1. Urub 

41 

Barkagaon 

Hazaribagh 

135.98 

336.60 

Part 

2 Nagadi 

49 

Barkagaon 

Hazaribagh 

66.14 

163.43 

Part 

3. Dadikalan 

51 

Barkagaon 

Hazaribagh 

107.19 

264.86 

Part 

4. Chepakalan 

52 

Barkagaon 

Hazaribagh • 

13928 

344.16 

Part 

5. .lugra 

54 

Barkagaon 

Hazaribagh 

76.85 

189.89 

Part 

6. Arahara 

55 

Barkagaon 

Hazaribagh 

114.43 

282.75 

Part 

7. Chepakhurd 

53 

Barkagaon 

Hazaribagh 

43.16 

106.66 

Part 

8. Sinduari 

60 

Barkagaon 

Hazaribagh 

9824 

242.75 

Full 

9. Sonbersa 

59 

Barkagaon 

Hazaribagh 

153.86 

380.19 

Full 

10. Langatu 

58 

Barkagaon 

Hazaribagh 

128.67 

317.95 

Part 

11. Keri 

62 

Barkagaon 

Hazaribagh 

63.17 

156.09 

Part 

12. Churchu 

61 

Barkagaon 

Hazaribagh 

128.50 

317.52 

Full 

13. Deoriakhurd 

39 

Keredari 

Hazaribagh 

28.98 

71.61 

Part 



Total (approximately) 

1284.45 

3174.46 


(B) FOREST LAND (Notified/U 

n-Notified/Jungle-Jhadi):— 




SI Village 

Thana 

Thana 

District 

Area in 

Area in 

Remark 

No. 

No. 



hectares 

acre 


1. Urub 

41 

Barkagaon 

Hazaribagh 

185.02 

457.17 

Ptrrt 

2. Nagadi 

49 

Barkagaon 

Hazaribagh 

76.13 

188.12 

Part 

3. Arahara 

55 

Barkagaon 

Hazaribagh 

826 

20.41 

Part 

4. Sinduari 

60 

Barkagaon 

Hazaribagh 

10.59, 

26.17 

Full 

5. Sonbersa 

59 

Barkagaon 

Hazaribagh 

43.14 

106.60 

Full 

6. Langatu 

58 

Barkagaon 

Hazaribagh 

34.08 

8421 

Part 

7. Keri 

62 

Barkagaon 

Hazaribagh 

8.56 

21.17 

Part 

8. Churchu 

61 

Barkagaon 

Hazaribagh 

16.50 

40.77 

Full 

9. Chepakalan 

52 

Barkagaon 

Hazaribagh 

0.57 

1.41 

Part 

lO.Jugra 

52 

Barkagaon 

Hazaribagh 

0.85 

2.10 

Part 



Total (approximately) 

383.70 

948.13 



SUMMARY: 

(A) . TOT A L REV E NU E LAND: 1284.45 hectares (approximately)^ 3174.46 acres (approximately) 

(B) . TOTAL FOREST LAND: 383.70 hectares (approximately)=948.13 acres (approximately) 

GRAND TOTAL(A+B): 1668.15 hectares (approximately) = 4122.59 acres (approximately) 

LI ST OF REVENUE PLOTS ACQUIRED:— 

1. Village Urab1 (Part), 11, 14 to 84, 86 to 93,95 to 104,106 to 229,231 to 237,239 to 341,343 to 346,348to 516, 
517(Part), 518 to 618,619 (Part), 620 to 627. 

2. Village Nagadi379(Part), 737,798,801 to 1124,1126,1128 to 1142,1144, and 1145. 

3. Village Dadikalan:— 579 to 586,592,594,611 to 642,644 to 1027,1029 to 1087,1107 to 1109, 1143 to 1150,1215, 
1217,1218,1220 to 1223,1227 to 1279,1306 to 1310,1317 to 1327,1332,1335,1336,1574 to 1592,1641 to 1654,1672, 
1675 to 1706,1709 to 1711,1928 to 1941,1971 ,i 972,1974,1975. 

4. VillageChepakalan117 to 147,284to290,424,425,430(Part),431 to433,434(Part),435 (Part), 436 (Part), 444 
(Part), 445 to 513, 514 (Part), 515, 516,622 to2125, 2127,2130to2132,2134,2135,2181. 
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5. Village Jugra:—221 to246,247 (Part),314 (Part),315 to 380,381 (Part),382,386 (Part),389 (Part),450 (Part),451 
452 (Part), 455 to 464,469 (Part), 470 (Part), 485 (Part), 486,487 (Part), 488 to 1002, 1003 (Part), 1004 to 1007,1008 
(Part), 1009,1010,1011 (Part), 1202(Part), 1203,1204,1205(Part), 1206(Part), 1209(Part), 1210to 1212,1215,1216, 
lil8to 1227,1257. 

6. Village Arahara:— 174 (Part), 175 to 180,181 (Part),202 (Part), 203 to 208,209 (Part),210to 222,223 (Part)to 225 
(F(art), 229 (Part), 253 (Part) 254,265 to 267,269 to 1375,1603 to 1605,1606 (Part), 1607 to 1617,1623 to 1625,1640, 
1 ^88 to 1992,1994 to 1999,2002 to 2004. 

7. villageChepakhurd 1 to 184,187 to210,281 to 351,357,358,669,672 to 680,1113 to 1116. 

8. VillageSinduari1,3 to47,49 to60,62 to 64,65 (Part),66 to 76,78 to 81,82 (Part), 83 to 255,256 (Part), 257 to 
423,425 to 860,862,863. 

9. VillageSonbersa:—1 to222,224 to238,240to250,251 (Part),252 to254,255 (Part),256to260,261 (Part),262 to 

I 4^9,460 (Part), 461 to 738,740 to 1012,1014,1016,1018 to 1095,1096 (Part), 1097 to 1105,1106 (part), 1107to 1114. 

10. V llage Langatu :—1 to4,8 to63,64(Part), 65,66,67(Part),68 to80,82 to 176,180 to 195,221,222,226to238,241 
to 282, 284,324(Part),495 to 520,524,525,539 (Part), 540to 645,646 (Part), 647 to 685,690,692 to 851,853 to 866, 
8/1,934 to 954,955 (Part), 956 to 1017,2176 to 2181,2655 (Part), 3814,3815,3817,3832 to 3836,3839. 

11. VillageKeri:—1 to30,37,38,40to94,102to 106,126to 141,435to443,445to458,459(Part),460to532,533(Part). 

1 12. VillageChurchu :—1 to4,6to 12,14 to627. 

: 13. V|lage Deoriakhurd52,53,55 to 122, 124 to 133,140 to 145,159 to 167,169 to 172, 174. 

List ajf forest plots acquired:— 

I. VllageUrub: —9(Part), 10,12,13,85,94,105,230,238,342,347,517(Part),619(Part),632. 

; 2. Vylage Nagadi735,736, 1125 (Part), 1127,1143. 

: 3. V^lageArahara:—268,1993. 

. 

4. Vi lageSinduari2,48,61,65 (Part), 77,82 (Part),256 (Part),424,861. 

5. Vi lage Sonbersa:—223,239,251 (Part), 255 (Part), 261 (Part), 460 (Part), 739,1013,1015,1017, !096(Part), l l06(Part). 

6. Vi lage Langatu:—64 (Part),67 (Part), 81,646 (Part), 955 (Part), 1018. 

i 7. Vi lage Keri:—459 (Part). 

8. Vi lage Churchu:—5,13. 

9. Vi' lage Chepakaian;—411. 

10. VillageJugra:—1057. 

Boundary Dc scription of the area to be notified u/s-9(i) for Phase- 11 

' (i) Lir e A-B: The line starts at point ‘A’ located on North West comer of village Urub which moves towards South 
East passing through plot nos. 9, 1,632, 732,632 of the said village and ends at point ‘B\ 

(ii) Lirje B-C: The line starts at point ‘B’ located at North of village Urub which moves towards South passing 
through plot nos. 632,631,231 of village Urub and ends at point ‘C’. 

(jui) Lii^e C-D: The line starts at point ‘C’ located at South West comer of village Nagadi and moves towards North 
Ea^t passing through plot nos. 1144, 379 of village Nagadi and ends at the point ‘D’. 

(lv) Lirte D-E: The line starts at point ‘D’ located at West comer of village Nagadi and moves towards East passing 
through plot nos. 379, 735,736,737 of village Nagadi and ends at the point ‘E\ 

(v) Link E-F: The line starts at point k E’ located at North East comer of village Nagadi and moves towards South East 
passing through plot nos. 737,921,922,921,927,919,798, 801, 802, 805,813 of village Nagadi and ends at the 

poi(it‘F\ 

(vi) Line F-G: The line starts at point *F’ located at North West of village Dadikalan and moves towards South East 
pasting through plot nos. 683,579,582, 586, 592, 594,611 of Dadikalan and ends at point ‘G\ 

(vii) Line G-H: The line starts at point ‘G’ located at West of Chepakaian moves towards East passing through plot 
nosj 119,118,117,123,805,133,134,135,136,137,138,139,140,141, 142,143,144,147, 146 of village Chcpablan 
and;ends at point ‘H\ 

(vii) Line H-l: The line starts at point ‘H’ located at South East comer of village Chepakaian and moves towards to 
Noijth East passing through plot nos. 146, 145,741,716,286,2125,285,290, 284, 290 of village Chepakaian and 

endfc at point i\ 
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(ix) Line I-J: The line starts at point T located at West comer of village Chepakalan and moves towards to Last 
passing plot nos. 290,712,424,425,455,454,431,430,436,434,435,445,444,516,515,514 of village Chepakalan 
and ends at point ‘J\ 

(x) Line J-K: The line starts at point T located at North East comer of village Chepakalan moving towards South 
West passing through plot nos. 514, 622,624 of village Chepakalan and ends at point ‘K\ 

(xi) Line K-L: The line starts at point ‘K’ located at North comer of village Jugra moving towards South East passing 
through plot nos. 221,230,231,243,247,314,322,379,380,381,382,386,389,489,488,487,485,486,468,469,470, 
454,463,455,452,450,1011,1008,1003,1202,1205,1206, I209ofvillage Jugra and ends at point ‘L\ 


(xii) Lime L-M: The line starts at point ‘L ! located at North of village Arahara moves towards South East passing 
through plot nos. 174,181,179,180,202,209,224,225,223,229,253 ofvillage Arahara and ends at point‘M’. 

(xiii) Liine M-N: The line starts at point ‘M’ located at East comer of village Arahara moves towards South West 
passing through plot nos. 253,254,222, 362 of village Arahara and ends at the point ‘N’. 

(xiv) Line N-O: The line starts at point ‘N’ located at North comer of village Arahara moves towards to South Hast 
passing through plot nos. 362,361,356, 271 of village Arahara and ends at point ‘O’. 

(xv) Line O-P: The line starts at point ‘O’ located at East of the village Arahara moves towards South West passing 
through plot nos. 268,1988, of village Arahara and ends at point ‘p\ 

(xvi) Line P-Q: The line starts at point ‘P’ located at North comer of the village Arahara moves towards South passing 
through plot nos. 1988 of village Arahara and ends at point ‘Q’. 

(xvii) Line Q-R: The line starts at point ‘Q’ located at East comer of the village Arahara and moves towards West 
passing through plot nos. 1993,1995, 1996 of village Arahara and ends at point ‘ R’. 


(xviii) Line R-S: The line starts at point ‘R’ located at East comer of village Arahara moves towards West passing 
through plot nos. 1616,1617,1623,1624,1625,1640,1603,1606 (Part), 1373, 1375,1374, 1351 ofthe village Arahara 
and ends at point ‘S’. 

(xix) Line S-T: The line starts at point ‘S’ located at East comer of village Chepakhurd moves towards West passing 
through plot nos. 678,680,679,672,673,331,332,333,669,351,357,358,290 of village Chepakhurd and ends at 
point‘T’. 


(xx) Line T-U: The line starts at point ‘LP located at South comer of village Chepakhurd moves towards North West 
passing through plot nos! 289,288,287,284,283,282,281,1115,172,178,175,176,178,180,181,184,187,188,199, 
210,209,208,206,69,68 of village Chepakhurd and ends at point ‘U\ 

(xxi) Line U-V: The line starts at point‘U’ locatedat East comer ofthe village Dadikalan moves towards West passing 
through plot nos. 1087, 1063, 1108, 1109,1038, 1030 of village Dadikalan and ends at the point‘V’. 

(xxii) Line V-W: The line starts at point ‘V’ located at North comer of village Dadikalan moves towards South West 
passing through plot nos. 1030,1029,1027,1025,1143,1144,1145,1147,1148,1150,1149,1227,1228,1229,1230, 
1223,1220,1218,1217,1215 of village Dadikalan and ends atpoint‘W\ 

(xxiii) Line W-X: The line starts at point ‘W’ locatedat North comer of the village Dadikalan moves towards South 
passing through plot nos. 1215,1279,1263,1307,1306,1310,1317,1327,1326,1332,1335,1336,1574,1263 of 
village Dadikalan and ends at point ‘X’. 

(xxiv) Line X-Y: The line starts at point ‘X’ located at West comer ofthe village Dadikalan moves towards South East 
passing through plot nos. 1263,1575,1592,1591,1589,1588,1587,1262,1643,1641,1653,1654,1677,1675,1680, 
1672,1681,1706,1709,1710,1711,1699,1698,1262,1933,1940,1932,1931,1930,1929,1928 of village Dadikalan 
and ends at point ‘Y\ \ ' 


(xxv) Line Y-Z: The line starts at point ‘Y’ located at North comer of village Langatu moves towards South East 
passing through plot nos. 1,3,4,10,98,10,11,12,176,175,172,180,182,182,183,184,185,187,188,189,191,192, 
194,195,230,221,222,226,238,237,235,241,324,284,269,281,280,505,504,503,500,495,4%,497,499,525,524, 
520,518,646,539,2655 of village Langatu and ends at point ‘Z\ 


(xxvi) Line Z-Al: The line starts at point ‘Z’ located at East comer of village Langatu moves towards West passing 
through plot nos. 2655,2181,2180,2176,646,685,692,690,742,851,853,854,858,859,860,861,862,863 of village 
Langatu and ends at point ‘A 1’. 


(xxvii) Line Al-Bl: The line starts at point ‘AT located at South comer of village Langatu moves towards North West 
passing through plot nos. 863,864,871,866,934,939,940,954, 1018 of village Langatu and ends at point ‘B1 ’ 

(xxviii) Line B1-Cl: The line starts at point‘Bl’ locatedat Eastcomerof village Keri moves towards North West passing 
through plot nos. 526,528,529,533,436,435,442,443,459,139,141,132 ofvillage Keri and ends at point ‘Cl’. 
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(xxixj Line Cl-Dl: The line starts at point ‘C I ’ located at South corner of' village Keri moves towards North West 
! passing through plot nos. 131,130, 129,128, 127,126,106,71,104, 105, 103.102,93,94,44,42,41,40,38,37,30.28, 
27,23 of village Keri and ends at point ‘DP. 

(xxx) Line Dl-El: The line starts at point ‘Dl' located at East corner of village Deoriakhurd moves towards North West 
passing through plot nos. 172,171,170,169, 167,166,165,164,163,159 J 60,145. 141,140,133, 132,131. 128. 127, 
i i 126, 125, 124, 122, 119,65,52,53,65,58,57,56,55 of village Deoriakhurd and ends at point‘El’. 

i (xxxit Line El-FI: The line starts at point ‘El’ located at South comer of village Deoriakhurd moves towards North 
! passing through plot nos. 55, 62, 63, 64, 65 of village Deoriakhurd and ends at point ‘FI’. 

| (xxxifj Line. Fl-Gl: The line starts at point ‘FI’ located at South comer of village Urub moves towards North passing 
1 through plot nos. 540,539, 538,346 of village Urub and ends at point Til'. 

! (xxxiiijj Line G1-HI: The line starts at point ’GP located at South corner of village Urub moves towards North passing 
through plot nos. 346, 98 of village Urub and ends at point ‘HP. 

(xxxiv]j Line Hl-11: The line starts at point ‘HP located at West corner of village Urub moves towards North-Easi 
I passing through plot nos. 98,97,95, 105,94, 105,85,32 of village Urub and ends at point i P. 

j (xxxv)| Line 11 -J 1: The line starts at point ‘IP located at South comer of village Urub moves towards North passing 
* | through plot nos. 32, 13, 12,11,10 of village Urub and ends at point J P. 

’ (xxxvi)j Line Jl-A: The line starts at point ‘JP located at South comer of village Urub moves towards North passing 
through plot nos. 9, 1 of village Urub and ends at point ‘A'. 

! |No. 43015/7/2005/PR I W-l (Vo! .111)1 

‘ i _ M. SI IAHABUDEEN, Under Secy. 

! j telfcWR 3frr yi^fd* % Rsnw 

M 4 2008 


‘ 3274.— TR'RRl (TR ^ d TE-iPiT far* Wl) fam, 1976 ^ tWt 10 ^ 

4«jrH4H (ft) ^ 3 33ft SRife 44Id4 ^ ytdmPH* fWTVP m ^ffdTR 

P4434i 80 yfd^ld ^ 33ta R W4 3JTRT fm\ f, 33fa3jfad wf f : 


[. ^iPddH 

3tVjiPM+ fa, Pd+'lPdM, TP^-TRP403711 


1 ^ — A ^ - .. r* r* \ 

%. IJ^'klR 44HK?R 

i (OT ZPFfa WH) 

. ^Rf "rtT^T, Tfe, ZTTFFR, *WK^-83100i 


[73. 11011/1/200/ (tNt) I 
4(TT. TR. ^Pll, TPjqTf TTpER 


MINISTRY OF PETROLEUM AND NATURAL GAS 

' New Delhi, the 4th December, 2008 

S.Of 3274.—In pursuance of Sub Rule (4) of Rule 10 of the Official Language (Use for Official Porposes ofthe Union) 
RUles, 19^6, the Central Government hereby notifies the following offices ofthe public sector undertaking Hindustan 
Pefroleumj Corporation Limited, under the administrative control pf the Ministry of Petroleum & Natural Gas, in which mure 
ihdn 80 pdreent staff have acquired working Knowledge of Hindi:— 

1. Hindustan Petroleum Corporation Limited, 

0oa Aviation Service Facility, Plot A-10/1!, 

Murgaon Co-op. Ind. Estate, Chicalim. Vasco. Goa-403711 

: 2. Hindustan Petroleum Corporation Limited, 

fataNagar 1RD, (Opp. Star Talkies) 

$urma Mines, Station Road, 'PitaNagar, Jamshedpur-831001 


[No. 11011/1/2007 (I lindi)| 
L.N. GUPTA, Jt.Sccy. 








[*nnn—T@ri53(u)] 
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lOfam, 2008 

m 3275.— •THcf *KcbW ft^tfoRIH 3ft? ft?T 4^TleT4 3ft 

1 

STt^RJEHT WsOT 35T.3TT. 261 f^TR) 20 uHctf),. 2005 3 Tift *TRTT 

f^TT^i viHcT^t 22, 2005 TFT-II, 73^3 3 ^W>3 (ii) ^ ^3 "WIT 840 ft Mft<1 

WIT 01 TJcf 3tf?RjcRT WIT TPT.3TT. 2414 fcW 4 vgcTI^ , 2005 ft Tift *TRcT 

ftr wre f^rfgj ujcn^ 9, 2005 *tft -11 , 3 (ii) ft> ^ wit 

7304 ft ftffttT WIT 25 ft H<t>ll$ld VP T 33331? ^ SRT'fcT WRT W "179" 
^ TSIPT tr ”199” d^T Tjffft I 

[-95T. *t 3HTC-31015/72/2004-3ft.30r-l|] 

New Delhi, the 10th December, 2008 

S. 0.3275.— in the notifications of Government of India, Ministry of 

Petroleum and Natural Gas number S.O. 261 dated 20 th January 2005 published 

in the Gazette of India Part-II section 3 - sub Section (ii) dated 22 nd January 2005 

at page 865 inline 01 and number S.O. 2414 dated 4 th July 2005 published in the 

Gazette of India part-II - section 3 - sub section (ii) dated 9 th July 2005 at page 

7325 in line 25 under village Khatwad for survey "179" read "199". 

[No. R-31015/72/2004-0. R.-II] 
A. GOSWAMI, Under Secy. 

^ 10, 2008 

TST.m 3276.—%^* ^t5R ft ft^PTM (^fft ft OTftn ^ 

^ 1962 (1962 qq 50 ) (faft ^rft 

wn %) 4\ m\ 3 ^wit (i) % 3t#t qft M 

% M ft^TT «f)l.'3TT. 570 rfrfte 22.02.2007 $ IFm 

ffrfte swt: 24.02.2007 ft spctRtct qft M srcr ot ft ft^r ’3Pjg4t ft 

fftfftfe ^fft ft JjRTcT TF*T ft 5^ ft ^ ^ qf^T ^ fftm 

ft^m % rkr ft fftfftfe skt 

qi^n^r fttsift ^ ^ fftp. ^ m 'Spjftr ^ 3mft 'Sttsft qft *JiR u if qft 

?fti 

3fir \3W Tj^m ^ifftgrRT ^ qfcPit m^\ qft ffrtter 15 . 05.2007 ^tt ftt 

qft *Sti 

sftr qrterft ft, arfftfft^r qft ?trt 6 qft ^t^kt ( 1 ) ^ 3t#t 
Mt ft Ii 
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afa ’TT ft^TT ^ % 'WqRT, sfa 4? FFRtH ?t 3Jt^ 

T? ft) 34F ^ % ftiq ■aftf&RT I, 3F*f OTFfr % «f!p45K 3#T ^ 

ftPl^4 ft^T 11 

•3RT. 3FI, '■-C^Tl'M tU'DK, \3'W 3lft[ftpPT 3)f BIKl 6 4)t ’dMMH.I (l) SKI ilSTl SlftF'ft 

I ^ 4% 4*% §q, q? tfopn I ft; ^ '3?fagrHT ft ff ftftfe ^ if 

. ftui'l ^ ftm ^ 'SpsN feu 5irar ^ i 

S #t ftot ^ri siftjftm q5t siki 6 ^ OT«tm ( 4 ) ara srcrt infarct 4 * safa 
4^j §q, 4 ? ftft?r I ft; 93 ft if 4 ? aftRSR ?f storo $ JFfim arftw 
’ t FW? if ft#cf t!% % Wf, ?F FFIFF 4) F?FfrT 4F F. 'FTT-31015/7/03 #. 
i OTT-jll ftFft: 25.11.2004 5TTT tFTT^ 4^ 4) 3T«2T#T F*ft ftwi'IHf ^ g4F, 

^5tff4F 4ffqft?IF ftlfftts if ftlftcT #TTI 

3*35$ 


d*dWi: ta: SRJT 7F*T: <M^H 


35T m 




qqr 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

1 


2528 

0 

04 

48 


'Q. ■3TR-31015/60/2004-^Tt.^TR-ll] 


' j 'i)*qi41, ■Hp^cf 

New Delhi, the 10th December, 2008 

: S.Oj 3276.— Whereas by notification of the Government of India in the Ministry of 
Peboledm & Natural Gas, S.O. Nos. 570 dated 22.02.2007 in the Schedule below issued 
urjder ^ub-Section (1) of Section 3, Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of 
Ri^ht o| User in Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962) (hereinafter referred to as the said Act), 
pqblish^d in the Gazette of India dated 24.02.2007 respectively the Central 
Gdvernfnent declared its intention to acquire the right of user in the land specified in 
the Schedule appended to that notification for the purpose of laying pipeline through 
Mtmdr^ - Delhi Petroleum Product Pipeline for transportation of petroleum products 
from Mjundra in the state of Gujarat to Delhi by Hindustan Petroleum Corporation 

Limited, 

; i 

And whereas copies of the said Gazette notification were made available to the public 
on fhe ld.05.2007; 

And whereas the competent authority has under sub-section (1) of section 6 of the said 
Act] submitted report to the Central Government; 

And whereas the Central Government after considering the said report and on being 
satisfied in the Schedule appended to this notification is hereby acquired for laying the 
pipeline; 
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Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 6 of the 
said Act, the Central Government hereby declares that the right of user in the land 
specified in the Schedule appended to this notification is hereby acquired for laying the 
pipeline; 

And further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (4) of section 6 of the 
said Act, the Central Government hereby directs that the right of user in the said land 
if or laying the pipeline shall, instead of vesting in the Central Government, vest on the 
(date of publication of the declaration, in Hindustan Petroleum Corporation Limited, 
free from all encumbrances, subject to the conditions imposed vide this Ministry's 
consent letter No. R-31015/7/03 OR-II dated 25.11.04. 


Schedule 


Tehsil: SHAHAPURA 

District JAIPUR State: RAJASTHAN 

Sr. 

Name of the Village 

Khasara No. 

Area j 

No. 

Hectare 

Are 



2 

3 

.4 

5 

6 


DEVAN 

2528 

0 

1 

04 

48 


[No. R-31015/60/2004-O.R.-II] 
A. GOSWAMI, Under Secy. 


12 2008 

« 5 T. 3277 ._ +ii’<cl ^ Hcfla fflcTT £ % 

^ 6 (% .yft .'Sso^ JpT-98/3) acfe ^ 

% TJcft JflcJIcjl) fuTef % dclR^ dusel % 3TRFfcT T T^tfrf T TT frfa % 
dffr^er cW Wilfrid) % mRc^ % frPL ^ 

snsRWtcRT TffcT ^ ReTRTRT feiRici'S ITRT Hl§Hei!$-i 9w\£ 

% yqi'JiH % f?rt* if? smot? yritd #r?n % f^j sr 
Jf, f^RT^r #?R 33vT ^ TORT 3#^TT % % 

c|Rlrl %, d.'-liJt 4 ! % 3lte)lT aRT SEjfr Ry£IT ^TTR ; 

m° 0 , m, Ws\ wmk, QjRm W % siftrarc '3 #t) 

1962 (1962 c?>r 50) (f^T ^fTcfTcT ^rT ^TRTT t), ^ €(KT 3 ^ 

3WTCT (1) ITRT 5Tteff 35T 9#T cJRrT fj, 35T ^ 

^ oqftrT, ^ ^ %, ^ dlfl^ % v33rT srftlRm ^ WU 3 

^ 3WR (1) ^ 3T#T eft ^ ^ 3RITC*T ^TT# ?, 

3n% % feR ot?pt % % 

TOW , TnteTifr ?rt 'fwfra 

5, ^^5^-400701 (H$id ! g)A tt l «t>iqfd^-67-11~21/2, 

11^-533003 %fel fr* 'ey'll | 
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l- -' -.1 - -i . 1 1 I * «— 1 - wu 


q^/13/10/2 

0 

06 

35 

mu 

0 

15 

40 

tpd/13/il/l 

0 

1 

60 

#/6/iift & tiilzhm 

2 

71 

61 

mm 

0 

30 

30 

y*>f 15/1 * 

0 

03 

10 



14014/30/200$-##. 1 
*Ar. wri, awntNm 


New Delhi, the 12th December, 2008 

& ft Hn^ Whereas it appears to Government of India ibat it is necessary in 
public interest that for tntospoftatiofl of natural gas from explowricm block K.GD6 (KG- 
DWN-98/3) to foe onshore terminal near Gadimoga Village m 
East Godavari District of Andhra Pradesh, for supply to consumers in various parts of the 
country, pipeline should he laid passing through Adavipolam Village of Vanam region in 
foe Union Territory of Puducherry, by M/s Reliance Industries Limited; 

And, whereas, it appears to Government of India that for the ptnpose of layingsuch 
pipeline, it is necessary td acquire foe Right of User in land under which foe saidt^^hM 
is proposed to be laid and which are described in the Schedule annexed here to; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of foe powers conferred by sub-section (1) of Section 3 of the 
Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Act, 1962 
(50 of 1962) (hereinafter referred to as foe Said Act), Government of India hereby 
declares its intention to acquire the Right of User therein; 

Any person interested in foe land described in the said Schedule may, wifoin twenty-one 
days from the date on which the copies of the notification aspuhhshedintbc Gazette of 
India under sub-section (1) of Section 3 of the said Act, are raldc wi&H«#theipe^ 
public, object in writing to the acquisition of Right of User therein forlaying foc tpipeli i K 
under the land to Shri K. Gangs Chalam Competent Authority, C/oM/» B disi» f lad uitr i er 
Limited, Reliance Corporate Park, Building No. 5, Ghansali Thane^da pui^aad^ lavi hiuynb a i - 
400701 (Maharashtra)/Camp Office at D. No. 67-11-21/2, Savisuja,op po ri ttfldew CeHt^^ 
School, L.B. Nagar, Kakinada-533003, East Godavari District, Andlufi feadflih ’Slatr * 


4761GI/08—4 
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Schedule 





Region : Yanam 

Union Territory of Puducherry 

Village 

Survey No. / Sub-Division No. 

Area to be acquired for ROU 

Hectare 

Are 

C-Are 

- 1 . 

2 

3 

4 

5 

1 ) Acte vipolam 

F/11/22/1 

0 

41 

15 


F/11/10/2 

0 

96 

23 


F/11/10/1 

0 

00 

19 

| . 

F/11/10/1 

0 

82 

42 

!. - 

F/11/9/2 

0 

91 

08 


F/11/9/1 

0 

44 

43 


F/11/8/5 

0 

09 

78 


F/11/8/4 

1 

03 

98 

”1 '•/ ... • 

F/13/9 

1 

12 

40 


F/13/8/6 

0 

02 

14 

•i •.-• -• " 

i . ■ ■*"' -v : - 

F/13/8/7 

0 

16 

95 


F/13/10/1 

0 

13 

46 

■ | • .... 

F/13/10/3 

0 

57 

12 

! , 

F/13/10/4 

0 

23 

53 


F/13/10/5 

0 

19 

97 

i 

F/13/11/5 

0 

19 

41 

. I ■ • 

F/13/11/3 

0 

48 

84 


F/13/11/2 

0 

51 

81 

• • - ? - „• •• :. f ••• • • : 

F/14/11/2 

0 

05 

56 

*■ 4 ■■■ •••• 

' ( ' - v‘-- 

. i ** 

F/14/11/1 

0 

06 

81 

F/15/12/1 

1 

87 

74 

F/15/11 

1 

04 

13 

j ' 

F/15/10/2 

0 

45 

89 

V 1 ’ 

F/15/10/1 

0 

32 

78 


F/15/7/1 

0 

71 

33 


F/15/6/3 

0 

18 

88 


F/15/6/2 

0 

49 

89 


F/15/6/1 

0 

41 

88 

* 

F/15/5/1 

0 

93 

58 


F/13/11/4 

0 

07 

39 


F/13/8/8 

0 

06 

30 
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' ... ^ 


1 

2 



, 5 :.. i ■ 



F/13/10/2 

' 0 

> 08 " 

35 * 



G/5/2 

0 . 

..,15 . 

40 



F/13/11/1 

0 

01 

r;v, s ^ 


1 

G/5/1pt & G/3/1 pt 

2 


rnt& 



G/2/6/1 

0 

30 

30: 



F/15/1 

0 

03 

10 




'• ' ' v - 

'■S : -.'"^. ; K ' ; 



[F. No. L-14014/30/2008-G.P.] 
K.K SH^Rli/IA, Under Secy. 

M toft, 12 fam,, 2008 ' 


WT. OT. 3278.-533: 3Rtfft£f 3frf> ffetT (JIcfrnR $ Tic? (fft&lT) RlBliS) 

5rt ^Kgrzur aftr uifpfcfch iter % f?txr 3u-^«ji^l-3^rrr fttaRT ft 

u4U<h cp «rr <r+k £ ttj^rf?ra3T 3ttr isrfStsr (ffit -1 

aRlcbK cBT 3B&T) arRrt^m,:. 1962 (1962 <HT 50) (RTfr f?I% STraicT 

cB?r jrti t) <Sr siro 3 <Sr stmrtr (i) & anftR am? ww aftr 

ttjr 3m?ra <£r cBr.3n. 1927 arttisr 29 2004 srt, 3R jift^SenSit $ 


flHJcT # Rrf^TSC S^Jrat # SCRfaT cB 3rf?BBR cBT 3T^H <BR* & 3TO^ 

3 fT 5 ra #r tfmrr £1 tfr , r - • . . f:r 

3fk, 31B :, WRH RRBR £ 33 tT 3rf?}1?ROT £ 37RT 3rf?)fSilJr $1 SJRT 6 «ffr 3>ntRl (1) 
cB 3RcRtcT R8RT UlRlcPlO STT tRcJcT fWlt tR fclxJR cJR^ tmn?f 3ift *qisfc 
3Tt£ <R (cB 33rT 3^ M I ^UHI$d ftBSI^ xTrf^. 3W& 5<Rl'Pl "*?’-‘3tWHW 


fiB^ 31^ cBT foB>fa fifcjT 2JT 


:/ ; --f—I y;^ v 'J 

Idrcl SiftWl ^^iWi 

'•' iV. /'^■'• , " %■ ■-■ 's • .' iff 

»£•*■■ ^ r ‘> >y-ir^.v-A i. ■ i 

I’T, WRT RRBR £ mf<TRI?R ftTUT^ % ’Rll.aR & f?W, MR<T RRBR : . & OsjltfeTOH 3(k 


3tfc *IH:, 3JRT 3lfS)£Rm c£r SJRT 6 <£r 3TORT (1) 5RT U3«T ?lf^ JfR^ 

\h&- J*' : - •>-' j VW-A i'.. ;*u$ 


m^fctcF % imm 3Tf^cRT CFT.3TT. 2848 FTT^TST 9 3TTOT 2005 W\ 3«T 
3Tf^OHT3ft ^ fclf^ce 3ji^t ^ iM^JI cf»T 3ff^5R 3d^cT f^TT 


2TT, 

3lt7, ^Trf:, 3«FcT cj?f ?TRT 6 c^t 5^TRT (4) SKI Vnird ^ilrh^il tfiT ^RTt^T 


ft, 3TRcT m&K $ 33tT 3^ AiRftJI cFT 3Tf^FTT tWQr: 3rf^^dl3Tt % «cF1^d 
mf^sT ^T f 37RH ^RcFR ^ c^T STSTir ^ ifrUT3# ^ SJcRT 3toT (ff&WT) 

# f^cT 1cF3TT 2TT, 
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=4—X i -■ . ==aaaww »t,- r. 1 1 ■, 1 , "—a. . ... _a ; ...g asss a_, . . . === 

TO to. 3TOTOTOto* urn 6 tft stort (i) sro osc?r «?fTOf m gTOf pj# 

i 

^ 31 ft. *iv. #f. TO. «# Jft i> f?R, HKd 

R<*W ^ to m»w #r ot.sit, 2 7 arfw 17 fifro?? IMF |Rf 3# 

|TO#bw 3 ## iwto 3 *pJTOf # liCfftw »jjTOf # snTOr jpt 3 fflrtffr 3^3 |§fp 

W. 


Mr. TO:. TO# #*r (|TOw) TO3TO #f fir aTOgiff-STO TO m$UHi$<H fTOr r# I. 
# 9 # j#TOto # TOro srgqjfr # RiOfesc sjpr # stnTO pt 3?f#pR, 
$TOro*9TO TO# ftwTO fst^TO fSRri* # f##H t TO amr. iff, $ # m% 
tWW##*TO»r, TO# TO (ffiTOT) ffcUTO in TO TO# # f*Bf TO# fc, 

TO. 4h:. TO# fTOTO FTOfRr (uTO anf. <fr. #f. to.) # TOr fircM, arafTOro 

TO WTOTOr. tohtj i TOini, fTOr ttot?, 3 mnft toto TOf tf> 3 ironr <r sto »## 
ajf 3#TO 4r TOTOrM TO# TO (fflsw) f#f#4s Us to TO# # 3TOft 
TO*ro t # #. 


3 (icT:, jjw. 3 to arfMiro #r tot 6 #r tort (4) fr sro og?w rifis# ^ oTOr 
#r# TO wto mm m f#&r fcrfr I fi> sto hJ# # w arfTOir, g# TO# 
##. #. #ti to. (TO aw 3 »R. 3i#. to. TO) a<wf#4 f firo fc tor^t) # f##w 
#54t fwrw, fw TOrw i> torrt #>r TOrcr # TO# TO (5f®sw) f#f#is & skt #T 

jTOf’TO 3WWH 
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77 


80 
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28 

00-10-00 

17 

00-10-00 

1 
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19 

' 00-14-00 | 

30 

00-18-00 

52 

00-07-00 


oao3-oo 

in 

00-02-00 


[TO U ^-14014/32/2008-^.^ ] 
%.%. TPll, 3T^R vfot 

New Delhi, the 12th December, 2008 


S. O. 3278. _Whereas by notification of Government of India in Ministry of Petroleum and 

Natural Gas number S.O. 1927 dated 29 th July, 2004, issued under sub-section (1) of Section 3 of 
the Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 
1962) (hereinafter referred to as the said Act), Government of India declared its intention to 
acquire Right of User in lands, specified in the schedule appended to those notifications, for the 
purpose of laying Ambewadi-Usar pipeline by M/s. GAIL (India) Limited for transportation of 
natural gas; 

And whereas, Government of India, after considering the reports submitted by Competent 
Authority under sub-section (1) of Section 6 of the Act and on being satisfied that the said land 
was required for laying the pipeline, decided to acquire the Right of User therein; 

And whereas, ip exercise of powers conferred by sub-section (1) of Section 6 of the Act, 
Government of India declared acquisition of the Right of User in land, specified in the schedule 
appended to that notification, for laying the pipeline, vide notification of Government of India in 
Ministry of Petroleum and Natural Gas number S.O. 2848 dated 9 th August, 2005; 

And whereas, in exercise of powers conferred by suh-sectipn (4) of Section 6 of the Act, 
Government of India declared vesting the Right of User in the said land for laying the pipeline 
by M/s. GAIL (India) Limited, instead of Government of India, free from all encumbrances on 
the date of publication of that notification. 


And whereas, in exercise of powers conferred by sub-section (1) of Section 6 of the Act, 
Government of India also declared acquisition of the Right of User in land, specified in the 
schedule appended to that notification, for laying the pipeline by IPCL, vide notification of 
Government of India in Ministry of Industry number S.O. 27 dated 17 th December, 1987; 
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And whereas, M/s GAIL (India) Limited, which is laying Ambewadi-Usar pipeline, intends to 
share the Right of User in land with M/s Reliance Industries Limited due to overlapping, 
describee) in the schedule appended to this notification, which has been earlier vested as 
mehtionejd above; 


And whereas. M/s Reliance Industries Limited (Formerly with IPCL) has consented for sharing 
of jhe Ribht of User in the said land with M/s GAIL (India) Limited at villages Pitkiri, Bagvira 
anc) ChiMhalikhar, Mandal Alibag, District Raigad on terms and conditions mutually agreed 
updn; | 

J * 

Now, therefore, in exercise of powers conferred under sub-section (4) of Section 6 of the Act, 
Govemmjent of India directs that the Right of User in the said land, vested earlier with M/s IPCL 
and| now jwith M/s RIL due to amalgamation of both companies, would also be used by M/s 
GAjlL (Injiia) Limited, from the date of publication of this declaration. 

SCHEDULE 


mmnmwm 

Tehsil 

Village 

Survey No. 

Area (Sq.m) 

Bm 

2 

3 

4 

5 

Raigad 

; 

\ 

1 j 

Alibag 

Pitkiri 

231 

00-04-00 

250 

00-00-50 

256 

00-12-00 

263 

00-05-00 

281 

00-00-50 

283 

00-05-00 

Nala 

00-03-00 

291 

00-05-00 

292 

00-05-00 

294 

00-22-00 

296 

00-17-00 

297 

00-05-00 

Nala 

00-06-00 

300 

00-03-00 

303 

00-22-00 

251 

00-13-70 

Raigad 

Alibag 

Bagvira 

81 

00-10-00 

77 

00-01-00 

80 

00-09-00 

28 

00-10-00 

17 

00-10-00 

1 

00-02-50 

Raigad 

Alibag 

Chikhalikhar 

19 

00-14-00 

30 

00-18-00 

52 

00-07-00 

Nala 

00-03-00 


111 

00-02-00 


[F. No. L-14014/32/2008-G. P.] 
K.K. SHARMA, Under Secy. 
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*PT TH5T fr^FTTT 
M ftwft, 11 W*I9, 2008 


SCHEDULE 


^JT.3TT. 3279—3TWFR, 1947 
( 1947 ^1 14) ^ 17 ^ 3^9UU| 3,919*19 A 9ft. 

k.licL ^ ^ 9TO PwWY 3^ "3^ ^ 

#q, 3FJ5RT'ftftrfe 3?kilPl4> «t<*>K attaYFw 

3Tf*ROT?W ^TPUcR TOT 1, *TT9TC ^ W (Wf 
91. 88/1997) kt y<hlRk1 i*9<ft t, # 919*19 

11-11-2008 '^WISTTzn I 

[91.1^-20012/65/96-31^. 31R. (9ft-I)] 
9k? 9RTT <^W> 3lftl<6itt 

MINISTRY OF LABOUR AND EMPLOYMENT 
New Delhi, the 11th November, 2008 

S.O. 3279.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 88/ 

1997) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-eum- 
Labour Court No. I, Dhanbad now as shown in the 
Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of M/s. C.C. Ltd. and their 
workmen, which was received by the Central Government 
on 11-11-2008. 

[No. L-20012/65/96-IR(C-l)) 
SNEH LATA JASWAS, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFOR THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. I AT DHANBAD 

Present : Sliri Hari Mangal Singh, Presiding Officer 

In the matter of an Industrial Dispute under 
Section 10(IXd)ofthe l.D. Act, 1947 

Reference No. 88 of 1997 

Parties : Employers in relation to the management of 
Swang Colliery of M/s. CCL and their workman 

APPEARANCES 

On behalf of the workman : Mr. G. Prasad, Advocate 
On behalf of the employers: Mr. D.K. Verma, Advocate 
State : Jharkhand Industry : Coal 

Dated, Dhanbad, the 5th November, 2008 

AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour, in 
exercise of the powers conferred on them under Section 
10(l)(d) of the l.D. Act, 1947 has referred the following 
dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication vide their Order 
No. L-20012/65/96-IR(Coal-I), dated, the 3rd Apri 1,1997. 


“Whether the action of the management of Swang 
Colliery of M/s. CCL in not referring the case of 
Sri Khirodhar Mahato to the Apex Medical Board for 
assessment of his age is justified? If not, to what 
relief is the workman entitled?” 

2. The case of the workman as disclosed in the W.S. 
submitted on behalf of the concerned workman by the 
sponsoring union is that Khirodhar Mahato was employed 
in the Pipradih Colliery as B.G./U.G. Miner on 6-10-1971, 
while the colliery was under private owners and long before 
the Nationalisation of the Coal Mines under the provisions 
of the Coal Mines (Nationalisation) Act, 1973. Subsequent 
to the nationalisation of the Coal Mines, Pipradih Colliery 
was merged with Swang Colliery. At the time of his 
appointment the concerned workman disclosed his age as 
19 years. It has been stated that the concerned workman is 
a literate person and read upto Class Vlllth standard and 
he was a student of Uccha Vidyalaya-Bagodar-Giridih 
which is a recognised High School. In order to maintain his 
family he left the school and worked as a casual worker 
here and there till he was employed in 6-10-71 in the Pipradih 
Colliery, as a Miner/Loader. It has been further stated that 
the concerned workman came to know that his date of birth 
was not properly recorded in the statutory registers of the 
management and he from time to time represented before 
the management for the correction of his date of birth as 
25th February, 1952 which has been recorded in the registers 
of the Uccha Vidyalaya, Bagodar Giridih and in support of 
his claim he produced the School Leaving Certificate. In 
the year 1987 the concerned Workman was issued Service 
excerpt wherein his date of birth was incorrectly recorded 
as 6-1 Or 1942. As soon as he saw and read that his date of 
birth was not properly recorded, he challenged the same 
and recorded his date of birth as 25th February, 1952 and 
returned the same to the employer. The Personnel Manager, 
Kathara Area by letter dated 26-5-84 directed ail the officers 
concerned of different mines/projects under Khatara to 
give one more opportunity to all the workmen who are 
covered under the provisions of the NCWA-II, to file 
application with respect to correction of date of birth. It 
has been further stated that the applicant represented 
through the Area Secy. CCL, C.K.S. Swang, to the 
management for the correction of his date of birth but it 
was not corrected. Thereafter the union of the workman 
represented the matter before the management for the 
correction of hi6 date of birth. Subsequently the Dy. Chief 
Personnel Manager (KTA) Kathara vide letter dated 8th/ 
11th November, 1991 requested the Swang Colliery Project 
Officer to examine the case of the concerned workman along 
with Shudeshwar Beldar and Sukera Chamar but the Projeci 
Officer, swang Colliery neither examined the case of the 
workman concerned nor sent his file. It has been alleged 
that the management has adopted a discriminatory attitude 
towards the concerned workman in not considering the 
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case qf the concerned workman. It has been stated that the 
serviqe conditions of the workmen of Coal Industry are 
Governed by the Certified Standing Orders/Model Standing 
Orderjs and b CWAs. The workman side in their W.S. has 
reproduced i he relevant provisions of Implementation 
Instruction No. 76 regarding procedure for determination/ 
verification of age of employees. 

Since I tie date of birth of the concerned workman 
was n bt com cted by the management his union raised an 
industrial dispute before the ALC(C) Hazaribagh which 
ultimately lesulted reference to this Tribunal for 
adjud cation. Accordingly it has been prayed on behalf of 
the workman that an Award may be passed holding the 
actior of the nanagement of Swang Colliery of M/s. CCL 
in not referrin»the concerned workman to the Apex Medical 
Boarc as not Justified and further that the management be 
directed to refer the concerned workman to the Apex 
Medical Board for assessment of his age. 

(3. It hi is been stated by the management in their 
W.S. jhatthe present reference is not legally maintainable. 
As per their' V.S. the concerned workman was appointed 
on6-l(0-71 at Pipradih Colliery during the time ofthe private 
management uid at the time of his appointment he declared 
his agjs as 29 years. Accordingly in the Form B Register 
maintained ui ider Section 48 of the Mines Act, 1952, read 
with Pflines Pules, 1955 the age column contained his age 
as 29 tears ar d his date of appointment column as 6-10-71. 
The cj>ncem< d workman also put his thumb impression in 
the Fqrm B Register of the aforesaid colliecy. His age has 
been ^lentioi ed as 29 years as on 6-10-71 in the Form A 
which) was su! Knitted by the management to the Coal Mines 
Provident Find Commissioner. In the said Form A the 
Concerned workman also put his LT1 in the Form A 
indicating thprebythat he declared his age as 29 years and 
the sabie has been correctly recorded in the Form B Register 
as wejl as in Form A of C.M.P.F. returns. Thus in all the 
documents of the Company maintained even after taken 
over lof management of Pipradih Colliery and its 
nationalisation, his date of birth has been recorded as 
6-10-42 considering his age as 29 years as on 6-10-71. 
Accordingly jthere was no ground for correction of his 
date (jf birth jby sending the concerned workman to the 
Apex iMedicf) Board and assessing his age in terms of 
J BCCl Circular No. 76. It has been stated by the management 
that the concerned workman has advanced his claim that 
his cape shoilld be considered for sending him to Apex 
Medidal Boatd in view of different date of birth entered in 
his school leaving certificate under his possession. On 
Perusal of shell a certificate, it was observed by the 
management [hat the said certificate was not genuine apart 
from the fact that such certificate is not admissible as 
evidence to consider for review of the age, date of birth on 
the baiis ofmfedical examination as per JBCCI Circular No. 
76. Atcordiijgly to the management as the concerned 
workman failed to establish a reasonable ground for sending 


him to Apex Medical Board for assessment of his age for 
the purpose of correction of his date of birth entered in the 
company’s records, his demand could not be acceded to 
and the present reference is liable to be summarily rejected 
on this ground alone. It has been prayed on behalf of the 
management that an Award be prayed rejecting the claim 
of the concerned workman. 

4. In this case both the parties also filed their 
respective rejoinders admitting and denying the contents 
of some ofthe paras of each others’s W.S. 

5. Management side in order to substantiate their 
claim has produced and examined MW-1 who has proved 
documents marked as Ext. M-l, M-2 and M-3. The union 
also produced and examined WW-1, the concerned 
workman himself who has proved document Ext. W-I and 
WW-2 who has proved document marked as Ext. WE-2 
and also WW-3 who has proved document marked as 
Ext W-3. 

6. Ld. Counsel for the workman argued that the date 
of the concerned workman as per School Certificate is 
25*2-52 but management has hot accepted the said date of 
birth as he has joined service on 6-10-71 and he has been 
superannuated from service on the ground that he was 29 
years on the date of his joining service on 6-10-71. He also 
argued that he has filed Ext. W-l School Leaving Certificate 
of Uchcha Vidyalaya, Bagodar Giridih and photo copy of 
admision register marked as Ext. W-2 in which his date of 
birth has been mentioned as 25-2-52 which has been proved 
by WW-2. But management has entered his age/date of 
birth on 6-10-71 as 29 years as per Ext. M-2 and also as per 
Ext. M-l From B Register the concerned workman was of 
29 years, when it has also been mentioned as 6-10-42 in Ext. 
M-3 which is CCL’s Office Order dated 17-8-2001. 

7. Ld. Counsel for the management argued that School 
Leaving Certificate which has been 1 filed by the concerned 
workman is false and fabricated. He has stated at page 2 of 
his cross-examination that from Class I to Class VII he had 
studied in the school of his village. He has deposited his 
transfer certificate at the time of admission in Bagodar High 
School and he has also admitted in his cross-examination 
that he was admitted in January, 1965 and left in February, 
1965. Ext. W-1 shows that he was student in Class VI11 and 
in this school he studied only from January, 1965 to 
February, 1965 which seems to be doubtful. But the 
concerned workman has not filed any School Leaving 
Certificate of his village school where he has studied as 
per his statement from Class I to Class VI1 though he has 
given reason in cross-examination that he was unable to 
pay his fees in his village school. When he was unable to 
pay fees in another school which is faraway from his village 
in case he belongs to Hazaribagh District and School 
Leaving certificate has been issued from Giridih district. 
Morever, admission book marked as Ext. W-2 shows that 
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it’s all columns have not been filled up but it contained 
column of signature of respectable witness because of first 
admission, name and place of previous school which is left 
blank and also the column “Class in which reading” is not 
filled up and there is no mention of T.C. No. and date of 
T.C. It shows that the above document has been 
manufactured and prepared in order to support his case. 
If he has got th is certificate and he joined service in 1971 
why he has not filed this School Leaving Certificate in 
1971. It clearly casts doubt about the genuineness of Ext. 
W-1. Moreover, this Ext. W-l has been issued on 6-12-95. 
The dispute has arisen in November, 2002 when he was 
superannuated. He has not filed this document before 
superannuation for correction of his age to the 
management though his case was pending since long 
1995. Ld. Counsel for the management has also argued 
that in all records of the company and also in C.M.P.F. 
record the date of birth of the concerned workman has 
been recorded as 1942. This fact has been admitted by 
the concerned workman that at the time of his appointment 
in Pipradih Colliery he has put his L.T.l. in service sheet 
at Pipradih Colliery. It shows that the date of birth/age 
which has been mentioned in the service sheet at Pipradih 
Colliery when he has joined, has been accepted by him 
and his age has been recorded in another institute at the 
time of joining of service of the concerned workman at 
P.F. Office. 

7. Regarding School Leaving Certificate WW-2 
Krishna Kumar Pandey who has proved Ext. WE-2 has 
stated in his cross-examination “We do not mention the 
date of granting X School Leaving Certificate. Again he 
says that on 6-9-76 first transfer certificate was issued and 
the duplicate was issued in the year 1998.1 cannot say why 
the date of issue of T.C. has not been mentioned for other 
student than the concerned workman.” This statement 
only shows that after a lapse of about 12 years this 
duplicate T.C. has been obtained by the concerned 
workman. It is not believable that he produced the School 
leaving Certificate at the time of his appointment. WW-3 in 
course of his cross-examination has stated that in the year 
1987 when service excerpt'was served upon the concerned 
workman his date of birth was recorded therein as 
6-10-1942 which he has not challenged but he has accepted 
it in the year 1987. In the year 1991 the above concerned 
workman has shown his School Leaving Certificate in proof 
of his age to WW-3. It shows that when his retirement was 
nearer he got this School Leaving Certificate manipulated 
and fabricated and filed it. 

8. Ld. Counsel for the workman has referred to a decision 
reported in 2007 (3) JUR68 in which Hon’ble High Court laid 
down that the age mentioned in Matriculation Certificate is to 
be treated as fin al. In the present case there is no Matriculation 
certificate because of the fact that concerned workman is not 
Matriculate. This view has also been held in 2006(3) JLJR 
page 209 and also in 2007(4) J UR 656. 


9. Ld. Counsellor the workman argued that provision 
(v) of Standing Order of BCCL, as per Employment Standing 
Order Central Rules, 1946 has not been followed by the 
management. In this respect basic dispute is regarding age 
of die concerned workman which has to be proved by the 
concerned workman himself rather than short comings of 
the management regarding non-compliance of Government 
Rules. In this respect Hon’ble Supreme Court in 2001 Lab 
I.C. 28 laid down die following > . 

(A) Constitution of India, Arts. 226,16-Correction of 
date of Birth-Controversy over, raised by 
employee long after joining service-Birth date 
determined by employer in accordance with 
service Rules or General instructions issued - No 
typographical or arithmetical error - No 
interference by the High Court in exercise of 
extraordinary Jurisdiction. 

(Q Constitution of India, Arts. 226, 16-Birth date- 
Correction in service record long after joining 
service, particularly when employee is on verge 
of retirement- Not to be accepted generally-lnterim 
Order issued by Court in such cases has chain 
reaction - In as much as it mars chances of 
promotion of juniors.” 

Hon’ble Supreme Court also referred 1997 AIR SCW 
1879, AIR 1997 SC 2055, (1997)4 SCC647,1995 AIR SCW 
2282, AIR 1995 4 SCC 172. 

10. Ld. Counsel for the management has referred to a 
decision reported in2008 (118) FLR 472 in which Hon’ble 
Calcutta High Court has laid down the following 

“Date of Birth-Correction of - Sought through writ 
petition under Article 226 of the Constitution of 
India-Petitioner was appointed way back in 1972 And 
he did not represent, for all these years, regarding 
error in his date of birth in service records. Held, no 
* relief could be granted to the petitioner in the writ 
petition^ Liberty given to the petitioner to approach 
regular Civil Court-Writ petition dismissed. 

In this respect Hon’ble High Court also referred 
decisions reported in(1997) 4 SCC 647. AIR I98RSC 1976, 
and 1995 4 SCC 172. Ld. counsel for the management has 
also referred to another decision reported in 2008 (118) 
FLR 665 in which Hon’ble Delhi High Court laid down the 
following :- 

“Service-Date of Birth of Government Servant- 
Altera-in-fundamental Rule 56-procedure prescribed- 
Has to be followed for affecting change-in facts of 
instant case procedure prescribed under the Rule 
was not followed-Direction issued by the Central 
Administrative Tribunal was only to effect that the 
competent authority may decide the respondent’s 
representation in this regard-Such an order of the 
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Alii 
Rules.’ 


rjbunal cannot be said to be final as Competent 
ithority was required to decide the matter as per 


| 1 It As per law laid down by the Hon’ble Supreme 

Court at the fag end of service date of birth ordinarily 
cannot he altered. Moreover, in the present case the 
concerned workman has totally failed to prove that his 
date of birth is 25-2-52 when he entered in the service of 
tl le comj >any in 1971. In the result, the following Award is 
rendered > 

j “T lie action of the management of Swang Colliery of 

i M s. CCL, in not referring the case of Sri Khiordhar 
M: lhato to the Apex Medical Board for assessment 
of ais age is justified. Comsequently, the concerned 
w( rkman is not entitled to get any relief.” 

HARJ MANGAL SINGH, Presiding Officer 


• M 11 W5R, 2008 
.3JT. 3280—1947 

atomism 1, tok ^ w 

^ i30/iooo) ^ t, ^ ^ 

ljl-l I-2P08 3tfw<T^3Tr *?I I * 

iiL 1^-20012/492/99-3^. m. (#-I)] 
■?% cRcTT 34V^TTl' 

New Delhi, the 11th November, 2008 

S.t). 3280. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
jvemnient hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 130/ 
2000) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
ibour (!ourt No. I, Dhanbad as shown in the Annexure, 
in the In lustriaJ Dispute between the employers in relation to 
mana{ ementof M4s. B.C.C. Ltd. andtheir workman, which 
> received by the Central Government on 11-11-2008. 

[No. L-200l2/492/99-IR(C-l)] 
SNEHLATAJAWAS, Desk Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
(INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. 1 AT DHANBAD 

In the [natter of a reference u/s. 10(1) (d) (2 A) of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 

Reference No. 130 of 2000 


rs in relation to the management of Moon id il* 
Area of M/s. B.C.C. Ltd. 


And 

Their workman 

PRESENT :ShriH.M. Singh, 

Presiding Officer. 

APPEARANCES 

For the employers : Shri R.N. Ganguly, Advocate. 

For the workman : Shri S.C. Gour, Advocate. 

State : Jharkhand Industry': Coal. 

Dated, the 3rd November, 2008. 

AWARD 

By Order No. L-20012/492/99-1.R.(C-I), dated 
28-2-2000 the Central Government in the Ministry of 
Labour, has, in exercise of the powers conferred by clause 
(d) ofsub-section (I)and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, referred the following 
dispute for adjudication to this Tribunal: 

“Whether the management of Moonidih Area of 
M/s. B.C.C. Ltd. in retiring Shri Shiv Sagar Thakur, 
Asstt. Security Guard with effect from 16-12-98 
without getting his age assesed is legal and justified? 
If not, to what relief the workman is entitled?” 

2. The workman has filed written statement stating 
that he was appointed as Asstt. Security Guard on 
10-12-1962 and he submitted School Leaving Certificate 
dated 12-5-1976 which contained his date of birth as 
1-2-1944 and the same was accepted by the management 
without any objection. The management issued an Identity 
Card which contained the date of birth as 32 years as on 
1-1-1977. The management prepared service except on 
25-6-87 giving reference of the school leaving certificate 
but mentioning the date of birth as 24 years on 18-12-1962 
which was opposed by the workman, subsequently the 
management circulated combined eniority lists dated 
28-12-89 and 27-12-90 showing no date of birth of the 
workman while in the subsequent seniority lists dated 
25-1-95 and 9-5-95 the date of birth was shown as 1-2-1944 
setting at the rest all the controversies of the past. The 
copy of the Form‘B’ register produced before the L.E.O. 
(Central), the date of bbirth contained as 1-2-1944. The 
management had been raising objections about the 
authenticity of date of birth recorded as I -2-1944 from time 
to time and which were settled every time. The management 
gave a notice of retirement to the workman vide their letter 
No. SMD/Estb/Per/409/98/207 dated 16/19-1-1998 issued 
by the Addl. General Manager, Western Jharia Area, 
Moonidih retiring the workman from the service of the 
company w.e.f. 18-12-1998. The union challenged the 
legality of termination of service of the workman w.e.f. 
18-12-1998 but inspite of that the management did not agree 
to settle the issue mutually and hence the Central Govt., 
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Labour Ministry had to refer the industrial dispute for 
adjudication before this Tribunal. It has been prayed to 
pass an Award granting reinstatement of the workman with 
full wages and other benefits w.e.f. 18-12-1998. 

3. The management has filed wirtten statement stating 
that the referance is bad in law and not legally maintainable. 
It has also been said that the workman concerned was not 
retired or superannuated on and from 16-12-98 as mentioned 
in the terms of reference and hence the reference is likely to 
be rejected. It has also been stated that Shiv Sagar Thakur 
was appointed in Sudamdih Project on 10-12-1962 by 
National Coal Development Corporation, the erstwhile 
owner of Sudamdih Project. At the time of appointment his 
date of birth was recorded in the service records of erstwhile 
N.C.D.C. as 24 years as on 18-12-62 as per Doctor’s report. 
Subsquently the workman concerned was transferred to 
Moonidih Project wherein his date of birth was recorded 
as 24 years as on 18-12-62 as per Doctor’s report. The 
workman concerned did not produce any documentary 
proof for his date of birth at the time of appointment and 
that is why his date of birth was assessed through medical 
examination. In the year 1987 Service excerpts mentioning 
therein the date of birth besides various other details of 
the employee were issued to all employees Including the 
workman concerned and the aforesaid service excerpt was 
given to protest against any entry which was considered 
worng by the employee. The date of birth of the workman 
concerned was recorded as 24 years as on 18-12-62 in the 
service excerpt of 1987, a copy of which was returned to 
the employer by the workman concerned after his signature, 
which clearly shows that he had agreed and accepted the 
entries made in the column ‘date of birth’. 

It is submitted that the workman concerned is literate. 
It is further submitted that in the service records based on 
which service excerpts were prepared and contain same 
date of birth as mentioned above and the aforesaid service 
records bear the signature of the workman concerned. The 
workman concerned started agitating about is date of birth 
at the fag and of his services which is not valid as per the 
settled law of the land by the Apex Court. It has been 
prayed that the action of the management in retiring the 
workman concerned on the basis of his aforesaid date of 
birth is legal and justified. 

4, In the rejoinder filed by the management, it has 
been stated that the statement made by the workman in 
their written statement contrary to what has been submitted 
in the foregoing paragraphs are emphatically denied by 
the employer and the employers put the workman to the 
strict proof of the same. It has also been stated that the 
concerned workman was designated as Asstt, Sub- 
Inspector (Security) at the time of his retirement and he 
was neither Asstt, Security Guard as mentioned in the 
reference nor Asstt. Security as mentioned in the written 


statement of the workman, therefore the reference is wrong 
besides (he reason mentioned in para 3 of the statement 
and hence is not legally maintainable, The alleged school 
leaving certificate appears to be a fake document as the 
same is dated 12-5-76 and the service excerpts as mentioned 
in paras 8 & 9 of this written statement was circulated in 
1987, but the concerned workman kept silent and did not 
protest against the date of birth mentioned in the service 
excerpt. Had the school leaving certificate really been in 
his possession in 1987, then he would have definitely 
proteste i against the date of birth as recorded in the service 
excerpt, There is a long time span between 1976 to 1987 is 
about eleven years.the workman did not agitate about his 
date of birth even after 19§7 which casts a deep shadow of 
doubt on the bonafide of^the alleged school leaving. The 
alleged of the date of birth in Form ‘B’ Register of Moonidih 
Project, it is submitted, that the dealing Asstt. who was 
incharge of Form ‘B’ Register personally being influenced 
by the workman concerned had relied upon the alleged 
school leaving certificate without any authority and order 
from the competent authority for which the said dealing 
Assistant has already been subjected disciplinary action. 
Thus, the above entry can not be treated as correct, and 
the concerned workman has been rightly superannuated 
on the basis of the age as recorded at the time of 
appointment and he is not entitled for any relief. 


5. The workman examined himsejf as WW-1 and 
proved Exts. W-1, W-2 and W-3. The management has 
produced MW-1, Nand Kishore Jha, to prove its case and 
the witness has proved Ext. M-l and M-2. 


6. The main contention of the learned representative 
of the workman is that the management issued Identity 
Card, Ext. W-2 in which 32 years has been mentioned as on 
1-1-1977 which is not accepted by the management. Because 
of the fact that the management itself has issued the 
management cannot deny given age of the workman. 
Moreover, the management has also published seniority 
list, Ext. W-3, dated 26-1 -1990 which shows at serial no.; 1 35 
that the date of birth of the concerned workman is 
1-2-1944. 

In this respect the management argued that the 
alleged false entry in recording date of birth for which 
enquiry proceeding has been completed as per Exts, M-2, 
M-4 and M-5, but as per documents which have been 
issued by the management which shows that the date of 
birth of the concerned workman is 1-2-1944. As regards 
argument of the learned counsel of the management is that 
in the service register 24 years has been given on the date 
of apointment 10-12-62, The above paper has been exhibited 
as Ext. M-1 which has been prepared by the managemeni 
on 12-1-63 and the date of birth of the concerned workman 
has been given as 24 years on 18-12-62 as per Doctor’s 
report. But the management has not filed any Doctor’s 
report in which it shows the age of the concerned workman 
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hasjbeen given by the Doctor as 24 years on 18-12-62. 
Moreover, the above facts in the service register i.e. (24 
yeaks on 8-12-62 as per Doctor’s report) has been 
mei itioned in different ink and different pen, which shows 
thai it has been manipulated by the management itself, 
wh< m Doct or’s report which has not been produced before 
this Tribur al on which basis 24 years on 18-12-62 has been 
mentioned, which shows that the management has not 
pro iuced I lie same to establish its case. The management 
in its written statement in para 10 has stated that the 
concerned workman is literate. As per Joint Bipartite 
Coi nmittee for the Coal India No. CIL/NCWA-III/I.I. no. 76/ 
88/ 18S dat ed 25th April, 1988 whidh states about the date 
oft irth dis >ute if a person is literate—Annexure-1 Para (ii) 
of mplert entation Instruction No. 76 (A) it has been 
stated—“i \ the case of appointees who have pursued 
stiK ies in i recognised educational institution, the date of 
birt i recor led in the School Leaving Certificate, shall be 
trea ted as correct date of birth and the same will not be 
altered um er any circumstances.” It shows that the date 
of fa irth wh ich has been stated in school leaving certificate 
that canno be changed or reviewed. The workman has 
file 1 schoc l leaving certificate relying on his date of birth. 
The manaj ement also in its written statement in pare 10 
stat id that i he workman is literate. So, in the circumstances 
the management cannot deny the date of birth of the 
concerned workman which is mentioned in the school 
leaving certificate and Identity Card issued by the 
management and also seniority list published by the 
mai age me it. Moreover, the management’s witness, MW- 
I hi s stated in his cross-examination that Sudamdih Project 
was a part of MCDC. All the mines are guided by the 
provisions of Mines Act and Regulations. He also stated 
that at the ime of appointment of a workman his date of 
birt|> and ot ler necessary particulars are esentiaily required 
to bfe enter< d in Form ‘B’ Register as per Section 48 of the 
Miijes Act and no workman can be deployed anywhere 
unless those entries are made. He further said “I cannot 
say whether at the time of his appointment at Sudamdih 
Coljiery the age of the concerned workman was immediately 
recorded ir the Form ‘B’ or not.” So, there is no dispute 
that! the concerned workman was appointed at Sudamdih 
Project and that the Form ‘B’ Registers are available with 
the manage tnent. But the management has not produced the 
Form ‘B’ R sgister before this Tribunal it only shows that the 
marjagemer t knowingly has not produced Form ‘B’ Register 
as because t is favourable to the concerned workman. 


7. Tl e argument of the management is that in the 
year 19941 lere was manipulation in the date of birth about 
100 person > and action has been taken against the Dealing 
Ass stant, J.K. Das. In this respect the witness, MW-1 has 
stand in crj>ss-examination in page 3 that in the year [994 
the manipulation in that register in which the name of the 
concerned Workman mantioned was not detected. It shows 
thatpo manipulation took place regarding present workman 


in the register. The management’s witness, MW-1 also 
stated in cross-examination “I cannot say whether in the 
said chargesheet specifically it is mentioned or not that the 
said Dealing Assistant had done die manipulation in respect 
of the entries relating to the concerned workman also. 
Personnel Department was the controlling Authority of 
the concerned workman.” It shows that no manipulation 
has taken place regarding present workman’s date ofbirt^ 
It is argued on behalf of the management that the date of 
birth which is mentioned in Form ‘B’ Register was served 
on the workman and accepted by him bacause it is circulated 
to all the workman for correction of date of birth, if any 
dispute, it is again corrected on the basis of protest. But in 
this respect MW-1 cross-examination in page 3 stated that 
Form ‘B’ is not consulted while mentioning the particulars 
relating to a particular workman in service excerpt. 
Moreover, above witness also stated in page 4—“1 cannot 
say whether the age of the concerned workman at the time 
of his apointment was assessed by one doctor or by the 
Medical Board. It shows that on the basis of the Doctor’s 
report the management arrived at on the date of birth of the 
concerned workman, but the Doctor’s report has not filed 
so that the management’s case be accepted. 

The date of birth of the concerned workman which 
has been mentioned in Indentity Card and also in seniority 
list published and in the school leaving certificate given 
by the workman shows 1-2-1944 and the management 
superannuated him earlier without any basis. 

8. Accordingly, the following award is rendered. The 
action of the management of Moonidih Area of 
M/s. B.C.C. Ltd. in retiring Shri Shiv Sagar Thakur with 
effect from 18-12-1998 is not justified. Hence, the 
conecemed workman is entitled to be reinstated in service 
with full back wages. Since the concerned workman already 
crossed the age of superannuation, he will be entitled to be 
paid full back wages from the date of termination his 
termination i.e. 18-12-98 to the date of actual superannuation 
i.e. 1-2-2004. The management is directed act accordingly. 

H.M. SINGH, Presiding Officer 


17 WSR, 2008 

^T.arr, 3281 .-^ 1 ^ 1 ( 9 * srfafwr, 1947 

(1947 14) WT 17 ^ W&K WT. 

STTif, l3t. 31T9» S'fs^l TRW? ^ d-1* 

*4*kT ^ aikrtPi* fwK 3 

TTRjR WdT ^ W [ wf 

U 57 0*ft)/2008] y*rfVld t, ^ 

17-11 -2008 TTFcT iren err I 

[U WM 7012/16/2008-3Tl£ 3TR (xrqL)J 





C^ift n—300] 


13, 2008/3TC*m 22,1930 


6455 


New Delhi, the 17th November, 2008 

S.O. 3281.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref No. 57 (C)/ 
2008) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court Patna now as shown in the Annexure, in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
th e management of LIC of India and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 17-11-2008. 

[No. L-17012/16/2008-IR(M)] 
KAMAL BAKHRU, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER, 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL SHRAM BHAWAN, 
BAILEY ROAD, PATNA 

Reference Case No. 57(C) of2008 

Between the management of LIC of India Ltd., Patna 

AND 

Their workman Shri Chandan Kumar, represented by 
B.M.S. Patna. 

For the Management: Shri Anil Kumar Verma, 
Representative of LIC. 

For the workman : Shri Murari Prasad, 

* Representative of BMS. 

Present : Vasudeo Ram, Presiding Officer, 

Industrial Tribunal, Patna. 

AWARD 

Patna, dated 23rd October, 2008. 

By adjudication order No.L-17012/16/2008-IR(M) 
dated 21-5-2008, the Government of India, Ministry of 
Labour, New Delhi, under Clause (d) of sub-section (1) 
and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (hereinafter called 'the Act' for brevity) 
has referred the following dispute between the management 
of LIC of India Ltd., and their workman Shri Chandan Kumar, 
represented by B.M.S. Patna, for adjudication to this 
Tribunal: 

“Whether the action of the management of LIC of 
India, Divisional Office, Patna in not regularising 
the services of Daily Wage Worker Shri Chandan 
Kumar working for a longperiod andnot giving him 
regukir status of a permanent worker is justified and 
legal ? If not, to what relief the worker is entitled 
to ?” 

2. Both the parties appeared on notice and filed 
statement of claim and the written statement. Subsequently 
a petition for withdrawal of the reference case has been 


filed on behalf of workman and moved. Under the 
circumstances I presume that now no dispute exists between 
the parties and hence I hereby pass a “No dispute Award”. 

3. And that is my Award. 

VASUDEO RAM, Presiding Officer 

17 2008 
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New Delhi, the 17th November, 2008 

S.O. 3282 .—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 50 (C)/ 
2008) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court Patna now as shown, in the Annexure, in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of LIC of India and their workmen, which 
was received by the Central Government on 17-11 -2008. 

[No. L-l 70 l2/9/2008-IR(M)] 
KAMAL BAKHRU, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFOR THE PRESIDING OFFICER, INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL SHRAM BHAWAN, BAILEY ROAD, 
PATNA 

Reference Case No. 50(C) of2008 
Between the management of LIC of India Ltd., Patna 
AND 

Their workman Shri Nand Kumar, represented by B.M.S., 

Patna. 

For the Management: SKri Anil Kumar Verma, 
Representative of LIC. 

For the workman : Shri Murari Prasad, 

Representative of B.M.S. 

Present ; Vasudev Ram, Presiding 

Officer, 

Industrial Tribunal, Patna. 

AWARD 

Patna, dated 22nd October, 2008 

By adjudication order No.L-17012/9/2008-lR(M) 
dated 16-5-2008, the Government of India, Ministry of 
Labour, New Delhi, under Clause(d) of sub-sectrion (1) 
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ion (2A) of Section 10 of the Industrial 
1947 (hereinafter called ’the Act' for brevity) 
e following dispute between die management 
a Ltd., Patna and their workman Shri Nand 
iented by B.M.S., Patna, for adjudication to 


^Whether the action of the management of LIC of 
India, Divisional Office, Patna in not regularising 
the serv ices of Daily wage Worker Shri Nand Kumar 
working for a long period and not giving him regular 
Status of a permanent worker is justified and legal ? 
If not, to what relief the worker is entitled 


Both the parties appeared on notice and filed 
statem ;nt of c aim and the written statement. Subsequently 
a petition for withdrawal of the reference case has been 
filed on beh ilf of workman and moved. Under the 
circumstances I presume that now no dispute exists 
betwe< n the pi irties and hence I hereby pass a “No dispute 
Award”. 

And jhat is my Award. 

I ! VASUDEO RAM, Presiding Officer 

i 
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, New! Delhi, the 17th November, 2008 

S.O. 3:183 .—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industijial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government h jreby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 51 (C)/ 
2008) qfthe C< ntral Govermnent Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court Patna now as shown in the Annexure, in the 
Industijial Dis sute between the employers in relation to 
the management of LIC of India and their workmen, which 
was reqeived fcjy the Central Government on 17-11-2008. 

[No. L-l 7012/8/2008-lR(M)] 
KAMAL BAKHRU, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFOR THE PRESIDING OFFICER, INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL! SHRAM BHAWAN, BAILEY ROAD, 
PATNA 


And 

Their workman Shri Baleshwar Prasad, represented by 
B.M.S. Patna. 

For the Management: Shri Anil Kumar Verma, 
Representative of LIC. 

For the workman : Shri Murari Prasad, 

Representative of B.M.S. 

Present : Vasudeo Rim, Presiding Officer, 

Industrial Tribunal, Patna. 

AWARD 

Patna, dated 22nd October, 2008. 

By adjudication order No. Lrl7012/8/2008-lR(M) 
dated 16-5-2008, to the Government of India, Ministry of 
Labour, New Delhi, under Clause (d) of sub-sectrion (1) 
and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (hereinafter called ’the Act’ for brevity) 
has referred the following dispute between the manage¬ 
ment of LIC of India Ltd., Patna and their workman 
Shri Baleshwar Prasad, represented by B.M.S. Patna, for 
adjudication to this Tribunal: 

“Whether the action of the management of LIC 
of India, Divisional Office, Patna in not regu¬ 
larising the services of Daily wage Worker 
Shri Baleshwar Prasad, working for a long period 
and not giving him regular status of a permanent 
worker is justified and legal ? If not, to what relief 
the worker is entitled to ?” 

2. Both the parties appeared on notice and filed 
statement of claim and the written statement. Subsequently 
a petition for withdrawal of the reference case has been 
filed on behalf of workman and moved. Under the 
circumstances 1 presume that now no dispute exists 
between the parties and hence I hereby pass a “No dispute 
Award”? 

3. And this is my Award. 

VASUDEO RAM, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 17th November, 2008 


S.O. 3284.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 52 (C)/ 
2008) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court Patna now as shown in the Annexure, in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of L1C of India and their workmen, which 
was received by the Central Government on 17-11-2008. 

[No. L-17012/7/2008-IR(M)] 
KAMAL BAKHRU, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER, INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL, SHRAM BHAWAN, BAILEY ROAD, 
PATNA" 

Reference Case No. 52(C) of 2008 
Between the management of LIC of India Ltd., Patna 

AND 

Their workman Shri Lalit Narayan Mishra, represented by 
B.M.S., Patma. 

For the Management: Shri Anil Kumar Verma, 
Representative of LIC 

For the Workman : Shri Murari Prasad, 

Representative of BMS. 

Present : Vasudeo Ram, Presiding Officer, 

Industrial Tribunal, Patna. 

AWARD 

Patna, the 22nd October, 2008. 

By adjudication order No. L-17012/7/2008-IR(M), 
dated 16-5-2008, the Government of India, Ministry of 
Labour, New Delhi, under clause (d) of sub-section (1) and 
sub-sectipn (2A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 (hereinafter called 'the Act* for brevity) has 
referred the following dispute between the management of 
LIC of India Ltd., Patna and their workman Shri Lalit Narayan 
Mishra, represented by B.M.S. Patna, for adjudication to 
this Tribunal : 

“Whe ther the action of the management of LIC of 
India, Divisional Office, Patna in not regularising 
the services of Daily Wage Worker Shri Lalit Narayan 
Mishra, working for a long period and not giving him 
regular status of a permanent worker is justified and 
legal ? If not, to what relief the worker is entitled 
to ?” 

2. Both the parties appeared on notice and filed 
statement of claim and the written statement. Subsequently 
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a petition for withdrawal of the reference case has been 
filed on behalf of workman and moved. Under the 
circumstances 1 presume that now no dispute exists 
between the parties and hence I hereby pass a “No Dispute 
Award”. 

3. And that is my Award. 

1 VASUDEO RAM, Presiding Officer 

17 W^,2008 
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New Delhi, the 17th November, 2008 

S.O. 3285 .—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 53 (C)/ 
2008) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court Patna now as shown in the Annexure, in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of LIC of India and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 17-11-2008. 

[No. L-17012/6/2008-IR(M)] 
KAMAL BAKHRU, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER, INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL, SHRAM BHAWAN, BAILEY ROAD, 
PATNA 

Reference Case Np. 53(C) of 2008 
Between the management of LIC of India Ltd., Patna 
AND 

Their workman Shri Shiv Kumar Chourasia, represented 
by B.M.S. Patna.. 

For the Management: Shri Anil Kumar Verma, 
Representati ve of LI C 

For the Workman : Shri Murari Prasad, 

Representative of BMS. 

Present : Vasudeo Ram, Presiding Officer, . 

Industial Tribunal, Patna. 
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AWARD 

Patna, the 22nd October, 2008. 

. By adjudication order No. L-17012/6/2008-IR(M), 
datejd 16-542008, the Government of India, Ministry of 
Labour, Nejw Delhi, under clause (d) of sub-section (1) and 
subjection! (2 A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, ; 1947 (hereinafter called ‘the Act’ for brevity) has 
referred the]following dispute between the management of 
LICbf Indid Ltd., Patna and their workman Shri Shiv Kumar 
Chourasia, Represented by B.M.S. Patna, for adjudication 
to thjis Tribunal; 

l 

: “Whether the action of the management of LIC of India, 

| Divisi anal Office, Patna in not regularising the services 
! of Daily wage Worker Shri Shiv Kumar Chourasia, 
workii lg for a long period and not giving him regular 
i status Df a permanent worker is justified and legal ? If 
! not, to what relief the worker is entitled to ?” 

2. Bo;h the parties appeared on notice and filed 
statement of claim and the written statement. Subsequently 
a pet tion foi withdrawal of the reference case has been filed 
on bdhalf of vorkman and moved. Under the circumstances 
I pre jurne tl lat now no dispute exists between the parties 
and I ence I tereby pass a “No Dispute Award”. 

; 3. An4 this is my Award. 

i VASUDEO RAM, Presiding Officer 
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Ndw Delhi, the 17th November, 2008 
S.O. 3286.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Goveitnment (tereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 54 (C)/ 
2008)]of the dentral Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court! Patna ] now as shown in the Annexure, in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of LIC of India and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 17-11-2008. 

[No. L-17012/3/2008-1 R(M)] 

! KAMAL BAKHRU, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER, INDUSTRIAL 

TRIpUNAL; SHRAM BHAWAN, BAILEY ROAD, 
PATNA 

Reference Case No. 54(C) of 2008 

Between tlft management of LIC of India Ltd., Patna 


[Part 11—Sfc. 3(ii)l 


AND 

Their workman, represented by B.M.S. Patna. 

For the Management: Shri Anil Kumar Verma, 
Representative of LIC 
For the Workman ; Shri Murari Prasad, 

Representative of BMS. 

Present : Vasudeo Ram, Presiding Officer, 

Industial Tribunal, Patna. 
AWARD 

Patna, the 23rd October, 2008. 

By adjudication order No. L-17012/3/2008-1 R(M), 
dated 16-5-2008, the Government of India, Ministry of 
Labour, New Delhi, under Clause (d) of sub-section (1) 
and sub- section (2A) of Section 10 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (hereinafter called 'the Act' for brevity) 
has referred the following dispute between the management 
of LIC of India Ltd., Patna and their workman Shri Anil 
Kumar, represented by B.M.S. Patna, for adjudication to 
this Tribunal ; 

“Whether the action of the management of LIC of 
India, Divisional Office, Patna in not regularising 
the services of Daily wage Worker Shri Anil Kumar, 
working for a long period and not giving him regular 
status of a permanent worker is justified and legal ? 
If not, to what relief the worker is entitled 
to ?” 

2. Both the parties appeared on notice and filed 
statement of claim and the written statement. Subsequently 
a petition for withdrawal of the reference case has been 
filed on behalf of workman and moved. Under the 
circumstances I presume that now no dispute exists 
between the parties and hence I hereby pass a “No Dispute 
Award”. 

3. And this ismyAward. 

VASUDEO RAM, Presiding Officer 
17 2008 
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New Delhi, the 17th November, 2008 

S.O. 3287. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 12 (C)/ 
2008) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court Patna now as shown in the Annexure, in the 










W^TWTsT: 13, 2008/3TTI5m22, 1930 


6459 


Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of LIC of India and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 17-11-2008* 

[No. L-17012/54/2007-IR(M)] 
KAMAL BAKHRU, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER, INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL SHRAM BHAWAN, BAILEY ROAD, 
PATNA 

Refereitice Case No. 12(C) of 2008 

Between the management of LIC of India Ltd., Patna and 
Their workman, Shri Chittaranjan Kumar, represented by 
B.M.S., Patna 

For the Managem ent: Shri T. T. Mukherjee, 
Representative of LIC 
For the Workman : Shri Murari Prasad, 

Representative of BMS. 

Present ; Vasudeo Ram, Presiding Officer, 

Industrial Tribunal, Patna 

AWARD 

Patna, dated the 29th October, 2008 

By adjudication Order No.L-17012/54/2007-IR(M) 
dated 7-1-2008, the Government of India, Ministry of 
Labour, New Delhi, under clause(d) of Sub-sectrion (1) 
and Sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the Industnal 
Disputes Act, 1947 (hereinafter called ‘the Act’ for brevity) 
lias referred the following dispute between the management 
of LIC of India Ltd., Patna and their workman Shri 
Chittaranjan Kumar, represented by B.M.S., Patna for 
adjudication to this Tribunal: 

“Whether the action of the management of LIC of 
India, Divisional Office, Patna in not regularising 
the services of daily wage worker Shri Chittaranjan 
Kumar, working for a long period and not giving him 
regular status of a permanent worker is justified and 
legal ? If not, what relief Shri Chittaranjan Kumar is 
entitled to ?”. 

2. Both the parties appeared on notice and filed 
state ment of claim and the written statement. Subsequently 
a petition for withdrawal of the reference case has been 
filed on behalf of workman and moved. Under the 
circumstances I presume that now no dispute exists 
between the parties and hence 1 hereby pass a “No dispute 
Award”. 

3. And that is my Award. 

VASUDEO RAM, Presiding Officer 
17W4T, 2008 
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New Delhi, the 17th November, 2008 

S.O. 3288.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 24/ 
1996) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal No. 1, 
Dhanbad now as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. Banwari Lai Nawata of Kamarhatu 
Line Stone Mines Pvt. Ltd. and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 17-11-2008. 

[No. L-29012/07/1996-1R(M)] 
KAMAL BAKHRU, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. 1 AT DHANBAD 
PRESENT 

Shri H. M. Singh, Presiding Officer 

In the matter of an Industrial Dispute under Section 
10( 1 Xd) of the 1. D. Act., 1947 

REFERENCE No. 24 of 1996 

Parties: Employers in relation to the management of M/s. 
Banwari Lai Nawata of Kamarhatu Lime Stone 
Mines Pvt. Ltd. and their workman 

APPEARANCES 

On behalf of the Workman : Mr. H. Haque, Advocate 
On behalf of the Employers: Mr. D. Mukherjee, 

Advocate & K. Chakravorty 
Advocate. 

State : Jharkhand Industry : Limestone 

dated 22nd October, 2008 

AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour, in 
exercise of the powers conferred on them under Section 
10( 1 Xd) of the 1. D. Act, 1947 has referred the following 
dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication vide their Order 
No. L-29012/07/96-1. R. Vividh dated the 31 si May, 1996. 
SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of M/s. 
Banwari Lai Nawata of Kamarhatu Lime Stone Mines 
Pvt Ltd. in terminating Shri Binsa Deogam is correct 
and justified? It not, to what relief the workman is 
entitled to?” * 

2. The case of the workman as per his W. S. is that 
the concerned workman was a permanent employee in 
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Kanfrarhatu jLime Stone Mines as a Miner and he had been 
wording thefe since 31-1-1986 till Ijis dismissal on 9-3-1992. 
In cjourse jof his employment his performance was 
satisfactory; and the name of the concerned workman was 
entered in til e Provident Fund Scheme, 1952 and an account 
waslopenec being No. 2871/141. During the course of 
emp oymen t the concerned workman never got any adverse 
remarks against his performance. It has been stated that 
while the cc ncemed workman was in employment a blood 
donation c imp was organised by the management in 
Newatia Gtest on 28-3-1990. In the said blood donation 
camp the concerned workman along with other workers 
were forced :o donate blood by the employers. The workman 
has farther stated that though the concerned workman has 
exprjssed his inability to donate blood due to ill-health, 
poverty and weak physical condition, yet blood was taken 
from him under threat of the management. Consequently 
the c^nceme d workman fell ill continuously for few months 
and le had to remain under medical treatment. The 
cone ;med workman informed the management about his 
illness and prayed tor grant of leave and monetary help for 
proper treat:nent but the management refused to do so. 
Whil; the co teemed workman Was under medical treatment 
in ill health lie requested the management to provides him 
light duty bit the management removed the concerned 
work nan from his service without issuing any charge-sheet 
or show cause notice. Even no enquiry on disciplinary 
proceeding was initiated by the management before his 
'* : ' M ~;ssal from service. T ".; concerned workman was also 
H'"*" ' ; unity to submit any explanation ..Thus the 
ent has grossly violated the provisions of Certified 
Standing Order. Accordingly it has been prayed by the 
eonce med workman to pass an Award holding the dismissal 
of the concerned workman from service as illegal and 
unjustified with direction to reinstate the concerned 
workinan in |is original job with fitII back wages from the 
date qf his dismissal. 

;3. In tlie W.S. filed on behalf of the management it 
has b£en staled that the present reference is not legally 
maintainable^ The concerned workman Shri Binsa Deogan 
had b^ert wording as Casual Miner at Kamarhatu Lime Stone 
mines| In eoii"se of his employment he was very irregular, 
negligent and was in the habit of absenting from duty 
without any information and without taking any prior leave. 
He started absenting from duty w.e.f.12-8-199! without 
mfomiing th^ reason of his absence and he also did not 
submit any le^ve application before the management. The 
management waited patiently for the concerned workman 
but hd did nqt report for duty. As per provision of the 
Standing Order a workman loses his lien on appointment in 
the ev|nt of absenting from duty for 8 days. Thereafter the 
conceijned woianan raised an industrial d ispute before the 
ALC (C) regai ding alleged termination of his service. In the 
conciliation proceeding the concerned workman prayed 
for ligfct job bJt as the management had no vacancy in the 
light jbb he could not provided there. Legally also the 


concerned workman cannot claim light job. In course of 
conciliation proceeding management offered to reinstate 
the concerned workman as Minor without any back wages 
but the concerned workman did not accept the offer of the 
management. Ultimately due to adamant attitude of the 
concerned workman a failure of conciliation report was 
sent to the M inistry by the ALC(C) which resulted reference 
to this Tribunal for adjudication. It has been prayed on 
behalf of the management that an Award be passed holding 
that the action of the management is legal and justified and 
the concerned workman is not entitled to get any relief. 

4. Both the parties have filed their respective rejoinder 
admitting and denying the contents of some of the paras 
of each others W.S. 

5. Management side in order to substantiate their 
claim have examined Patitpaban Mahato as MW-1 who 
has proved document marked as Ext. M-l. On the side of 
the workman the concerned workman has been examined 
as WW-1 who have proved documents marked as 
Ext.W-1 toW-5. 

6. Heard Ld. Counsels of both sides. 

7. It has been stated by the management in para-13 
of their W.S. that the concerned workman was offered 
reinstatement without back wages by the management but 
the concerned workman did not accept the offer of the 
management as he is not interested for the job. It shows 
that management have offered to reinstate the concerned 
workman in his job but the workman demanded that he 
should be given full back wages too because he has 
donated blood on the pressure of the management as a 
result of which he became ill and he has filed application 
but management has not granted him leave or cared for 
treatment. Ext.W-2 shows that the concerned workman has 
donated blood on 28-3-1990. Ext.W-3 is a Medical Certificate 
from which it appears that the concerned workman has 
suffered from T.B. and as per Ext.W-I which is a P.F. 
deduction account it appears that he was the permanent 
employee of the management but management has not 
issued any charge-sheet for his action and neither any 
enquiry has been conducted against the concerned 
workman. MW-! has stated in his cross-examination at 
page 2 that in Form B register marked as Ext. M-l there is no 
mention that the concerned workman was a casual miner 
when P.F. has been deducted as per Ext. W-1. It shows that 
he was permanent employee of the management because 
MW-1 has stated in his cross-examination that P.F. 
deduction concerning the concerned workman used to be 
made in his case. He has also stated that during the period 
no charge-sheet was issued against him. No any warning 
letter was also issued to him. It shows that the concerned 
workman w'as stopped from his duty without any enquiry 
and charge-sheet which reflects the dictorial altitude of 
the management against the concerned workman. 
Moreover, the concerned workman used to reside in a 
very short distance from the business place of the 
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management because MW-1 has stated in cross- 
examination that a little away from the concerned mine the 
house of the concerned workman is situated. He has also 
further stated that it is correct to say that the distance 
between the two can be covered within 5 minutes. It, 
therefore shows that no information was given to the 
concerned workman. No charge-sheet and no notice was 
giiven to the concerned workman though he resides within 
a very distance and that distance can be covered within 5 
minutes. Not only this but also other co-workers who are 
ci>villagers of the concerned workman work with the same 
management. Even then no information has been given to 
the concerned workman through the co-workers. 

8. Ld. Counsel for the management argued that 
WW-1 the concerned workman has stated in his cross- 
examination that he has worked for about one year after 
donating the blood but during that period gradually he 
became weak. He also argued that donation of blood has 
no concern w ith the concerned workman though it is fact 
that blood donation has been done by the concerned 
workman on 28-3-1990 and thereafter gradually he became 
ill and due to illness he could not go to the place of work. 
The Medical Certificate marked as Ext. W-3 shows that the 
concerned workman had suffered from T.B. Under the 
c ircumstances it is the duty of the management to provide 
medical help and treatment to the concerned workman but 
instead of providing medical help and treatment to the 
concerned workman when he had been suffering from T.B. 
management stopped him from work when he came to report 
for duty without any thyme or reason and also without 
issuing any charge-sheet and holding domestic enquiry. 
Thus the act of the management shows quite arbitrary and 
against law. Accordingly, following Award is rendered 

“The action of the management of M/s. Banwari Lai 
Nawata of Ramarhatu Lime Stone Mines Pvt. Ltd. in 
terminating Shri Binsa Deogam is not correct and 
not justified. Consequently, the concerned workman 
is entitled to be reinstated to his original job with full 
back wages from the date of his termination to the 
date of his reinstatement.” 

H. M. SINGH, Presiding Officer 

2008 
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New Delhi, the 17th November, 2008 

S.O. 3289. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central- 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 
8(C)/2008) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal- 
cum-Labour Court, Patna now as shown in the Annexure, 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of LIC of India and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
17-11-2008. 

[No. L-17012/50/2007-1R (M)] 
KAMAL BAKHRU, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER, 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, 

PATNA 

Reference Case No. 8(C) of 2008 

Between the management of LIC of India Ltd., Patna and 
their workman Shri Naresh Kumar, represented by 
B.M.S., Patna 

For the Management: Sri T. T. Mukherjee, Representative 
of LIC 

For the Workman : Sri Murari Prasad, Representative of 
BMS 

Present: Vasudeo Ram, Presiding Officer, Industrial 
Tribunal, Patna 

AWARD 

Patna, dated the 24th October, 2008 

By ajudication OrderNo. L-17012/50/2007-1R (M) 
dated 4-1-2008, the Government of India, Ministry of 
Labour, New Delhi, under clause (d) of sub-section (1) and 
sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 (hereinafter called ‘the Act’ for brevity) has 
referred the following dispute between the management of 
LIC of India Ltd., Patna and their workman Shri Naresh 
Kumar, represented by B.M.S., Patna for adjudication to 
this Tribunal: 

“Whether the action of the management of LIC of 
India, Divisional Office, Patna in not regularising the 
services of daily wage worker Shri Naresh Kumar, 
working for a long period and not giving him regular 
status of a permanent worker is justified? If not, what 
relief Sh. Naresh Kumar is entitled to?” 

2. Both the parties appeared on notice and filed 
statement of claim and the written statement. Subsequently 
a petition for withdrawal of the reference case has been 
filed on behalf of workmen and moved. Under the 
circumstances 1 presume that now no dispute exists 
between the parties and hence 1 hereby pass a “No 
dispute Award”. 

3. And that is my Award. 

VASUDEO RAM, Presiding Officer 



6462 THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: DECEMBER 13,2008/AG RAH AYAN A 22, 1930 [Part II- Sit. 3(ii)j 


f 


17 W2R,2008 

^T.3TT. 3290.-3^^ SrfaftRR, 1947 

(1947 i4) ^ mj 17 ^ srjrr't 3 

K?T 3^^ 3TFR ^ WITH! ^ 3^ 

^ 4 sfrsfer f^K 4 

ju+K 3iUPi* 3rfR3JW91R T TH 7 TT ^ 

j9(.ftt)/2008) ^ Vl+lfVWt,ftftFR 
fc) 17-J1 -2008 ^RTCT^31T«7T I 

i [R. T^T-17012/5 1 /2007-3TT^3TR (T£T) ] 

1 ! ^nicT riw, '&&: srtarct 

New Delhi, the 17th November, 2008 

S|0. 3290.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Cioverijment hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 
i>(C)/20k38) ofthe Central Government Industrial Tribunal- 
um-Lai>our Court, Patna as shown in the Annexure, in 
e Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of LIC of India and their workman, 
Which iyas received by the Central Government on 
|7-ll-2^08. 

[No. L-17012/51 /2007-IR (M)] 
KAMAL BAKHRU, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

! BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER, 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, 

1 PATNA 

! Reference Case No. 9(C) of 2008 

ketweeh the management of LIC of India Ltd., Patna and 
thei j workman Shri Naresh Kumar, represented by 
Patna 

I? or the [Management: Sri T. T. Mukherjee, Representative 
of LIC 

' 

Jfor the y/orkman ; Sri Murari Prasad, Representative of 
; BMS 

Present!: Vasudeo Ram, Presiding Officer, Industrial 
j Tribunal, Patna 

AWARD 

Patna, the 24th October, 2008 


By Adjudication OrderNo. L-17012/5l/2007-IR (M) 
dated 4*1-2008, the Government of India, Ministry- of 
Labour, New Delhi, under clause (d) of sub-section (1) and 
sub-section (2A) of Section 10 ofthe Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 (hereinafter called ‘the Act’, for brevity) has 
rbferredjthe following dispute between the management of 
UlC of findia Ltd., Patna and their workman Sri Jitendra 
l^umar, Represented by B.M.S., Patna for adjudication to 
this Tribunal: 


“Whether the action of the management of LIC of 
India, Divisional Office, Patna in not regularising the 
services of daily wage worker Shri Jitendra Kumar, 


working fora long period and not giving him regular 
status of a permanent worker is justified? If not, 
what relief Sh. Jitendra Kumar is entitled to?" 

2. Both the parties appeared on notice and Hied 
statement ofclaim and the written statement. Subsequently 
a petition for withdrawal of the reference case has been 
filed on behalf of workmen and moved. Under the 
circumstances I presume that now no dispute exists 
between the parties and hence I hereby pass a "No dispute 
Award”. 

3. And this is my Award. 

VASUDEO RAM, Presiding Officer 
^ 17 2008 
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New Delhi, the 17th November, 2008 

S.O. 3291.—In pursuance of Section 17 ofthe 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ret". No. 
66(C)/2008) ofthe Central Government Industrial Tribuna l- 
cum-Labour Court, Patna as shown in the Annexure, in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of LIC of India and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
17-11-2008. 

[No. L-I7012/25/2008-1R (M) J 
KAMAL BAKHRU, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER, 
1NDUSTRIA L TRI BUN AL, 

PATNA 

Reference Case No. 66(C) of 2008 

Betweui the management of LIC of India Ltd., Patna and 
their workman Shri Jogi Kumar, represented by B.M.S.. 
Patna 

Forthe Management: Sri Anil Kumar Verma, Representative 
of LIC 

Forthe Workman : Sri Murari Prasad, Representative of 
BMS 

Present: Vasudeo Ram, Presiding Officer, Industrial 
Tribunal, Patna 
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AWARD 

Patna, dated the 24th October, 2008 

By adjudication Order No. L-17012/25/2008-IR (M) 
dated 26/29-5-2008, the Government of India, Ministry of 
Labour, New Delhi, under clause (d) of sub-section (1) and 
sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 (hereinafter called ‘the Act’ for brevity) has 
referred the following dispute between the management of 
LIC of India Ltd., Patna and their workman Sri Jogi Kumar, 
represented by B.M.S., Patna for adjudication to this 
Tribunal: 

“Whether the action of the management of LIC of 
India, Divisional Office, Patna in not regularising the 
services of daily wage worker Shri Jogi Kumar, 
working for a long period and not giving him regular 
status of a permanent worker is justified? If not, to 
what relief the workman is entitled to?” 

2. Both the parties appeared on notice and filed 
statement of claim and the written statement. Subsequently 
a petition for withdrawal of the reference case has been 
filed on behalf of workmen and moved. 'Under the 
circumstances I presume that now no dispute exists 
between the parties and hence I here by pass a “No dispute 
Award”. 

3. And that is my Award. 

VASUDEO RAM, Presiding Officer 

17 2008 

eftf.3i7T. 3292.-3^^)014) f44TT 37fafW7, 1947 
(1947 44 14) 4>) 4T7T 17 4» 3777447 
TTc4 3tT^ 77l 3TFF ^41 W744 ^ 7747J M'Jl+T 3^7 

44f44tf ^ #4, 3734*7 3 3ftej)Pl4> 

4/#4 777447 3?hu)Pl4 37^74^/91*7 444T ^ T4R 

[7M 77. 62(77t)/2008] 4?t M<WfeRI t, ^ ^4 
777447 4it 17-11 -2008 4^t W<T "gSTT «4T I 

DU T^T-17012/2l/2008-3TTf37T7 (***7)] 
44777 4T74F, tUF 37f*T44ft 

New Delhi, the 17th November, 2008 

S.O., 3292.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award [Ref. No. 
62(C)/2008] of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal- 
cum-Labour Court, Patna now as shown in the Annexure, 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of LIC of India and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
17-11-2008. 

[No. L-17012/21/2008-IR (M)] 
KAMAL BAKHRU, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER, 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, PATNA 
Reference Case No. 62(C) of 2008 
Between the management of LIC of India Ltd., Patna and 
their workman Shri Upendra Kumar, represented by 
B.M.S., Patna 

For the Management: Sri Anil Kumar Verma, Representative 
ofLIC 

For the Workman : Sri Murari Prasad, Representative of 
BMS 

Present: Vasudeo Ram, Presiding Officer, Industrial 
T ribunal, Patna 

AWARD 

Patna, dated the 31 st October, 2008 

By ajudication Order No. L-17012/21/2008-IR (M) 
dated 26/28-5-2008, the Government of India, Ministry of 
Labour, New Delhi, under clause (d) of sub-section (I) and 
sub-section (2A) of Section 10 Of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 [hereinafter called ‘the Act’ for brevity] has 
referred the following dispute between the management of 
LIC of India Ltd., Patna and their workman Sri Upendra 
Kumar, represented by B.M.S., Patna for adjudication to 
this Tribunal: 

“Whether the action of the management of LIC of 
India, Divisional Office, Patna in not regularising the 
services of daily wage worker Shri Upendra Kumar, 
working for a long period and not giving him regular 
status of a permanent worker is justified and legal? If 
not, what relief Sh. Upendra Kumar is entitled to?”. 

2. Both the parties appeared on notice and filed 
statement of claim and the written statement. Subsequently 
a petition for withdrawal of the reference ease has been 
filed on behalf of workman and moved. Under the 
circumstances I presume that now no dispute exists 
between the partices and hence 1 hereby pass a “No dispute 
Award”. 

3. And that is my Award. 

V ASUDEO RAM, Presiding Officer 
I7W^, 2008 
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New Delhi, the 17th November, 2008 

S.O. 3293.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award [Ref. No. 
60((J')/2008 of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal- 
cumj-Labour Court, Patna as shown in the Annexure, in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to tike management of LIC of India and their workman, 
which wa^ received by the Central Government on 
17-U-2008J 

[No. L-17012/19/2008-1R(M)] 
KAMAL BAKHRU, Desk Officer 

i | ANNEXURE 

l BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER, 
j INDUSTRIALTRIBUNAL, PATNA 

| Reference Case No. 60(C) of 2008 

Betjween tl e management of LIC of India Ltd., Patna and 
theif workman Shri Guddu Kumar, represented by B.M.S., 
i Patna 

For (he Management: Sri Anil Kumar Verma, Representative 
; ] of LIC 

For (the Workman : Sri Murari Prasad, Representative of 
| 1 BMS 

Present: Vjasudeo Ram, Presiding Officer, Industrial 
| Tribunal, Patna 

I ] AWARD 

j 

P^tna, dated the 17th November, 2008 
By adjudication Order No. L-l 7012/19/2008-IR (M) 
dated 21-5-2008, the Government of India, Ministry of 
Labour, New Delhi, under elause (d) of sub-section (1) and 
sub sectior (2 A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes 
Act 1947 (hereinafter called ‘the Act’ for brevity) has 
referred the following dispute between the management of 
LIC of lndi< t Ltd., Patna and their workman Sri Guddu Kumar, 
represented by B.M.S:, Patna for adjudication to this 
Tribunal: j 

'Whether the action of the management of LIC of 
Indid, Divisional Office, Patna in not regularising the 
i services of daily wage worker Shri Guddu Kumar, 
wording for a long period and not giving him regular 
status of a permanent worker is justified ? If not, to 
whatj relief the worker is entitled to?” 

j 

2. Bbth the parties appeared on notice and filed 
statement <jf claim and the written statement. Subsequently 
a petition jfor withdrawal of the reference case has been 
filqd on behalf of workmen and moved. Under the 
circumstances 1 presume that now no dispute exists 
between tHe parties hence 1 hereby pass a “No Dispute 
Award”. 

3. Apd this is my Award. 

VASUDEO RAM, Presiding Officer 


17’T^T:, 2008 

^T.3TT. 3294. —3tfa1WT, 1947 
(1947 14) 17 ^ ^ 

3TT i # 3TFT ifrzm <£ ^ 

3^£llPl { t> "4 4)-Si4 
RfeHR 3Jta)Pl<*i Uddl T3ld [TT^f 

U 61 (^ft)/2008] 4?1 y°hlP»ld 1, ^ ^ 

17-11-2008 «TT I 

[7T. T^-17012/20/2008-3Ti£hk (T^)] 
^747 3TfeRt 

New Delhi, the 17th November, 2008 
S.O. 3294. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award [Ref. No. 
61(C)/2008] of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal- 
cum-Labour Court, Patna now as shown in the Annexure, 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of LIC of India and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
17-11-2008. 

[No. L-l 7012/20/2008-1 R(M)j 
KAMAL BAKHRU, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER, 
INDUSTRIALTRIBUNAL, PATNA 

Reference Case No. 61(C) of 2008 

Between the management of LIC of India Ltd., Patna and 
their workman Shri Ram Prasad, represented by B.M.S., Patna. 

For the Management : Sri Anil Kumar Verma, 
Representative of LIC. 

For the Workman : Sri Murari Prasad, Representative 
of BMS. 

Present : Vasudeo Ram, Presiding Officer, Industrial 
Tribunal, Patna. 

AWARD 

Patna, dated the 27th Ociober, 2008 

By adjudication Order No. L-17012/20/2008-1 R(M) 
dated 21-5-2008, the Government of India. Ministry of 
Labour, New Delhi, under clause (d) of sub-section {1) and 
sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 (hereinafter called 'the Act’ for brevity) has 
referred the following dispute between the management of 
LIC of India Ltd., Patna and their workman Sri Ram Prasad, 
represented by B.M.S., Patna for adjudication to this 
Tribunal: 

“Whether the action of the management of LIC of 
India, Divisional Office, Patna in not regularising the 
services of daily wage worker Shri Rain Prasad 
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working for a long period and not giving him regular 
status of a permanent worker is justified and Legal? 
If not, what relief the worker is entitled to ?” 

2. Both the parties appeared on notice and filed 
statement of claim and the written statement. Subsequently 
a petition for withdrawal of the reference case has been 
filed on behalf of workman and moved. Under the 
circumstances I presume that now no dispute exists 
between the parties and hence I hereby pass a “No Dispute 
Award”. 

,3-. And that is my Award. 

VASUDEO RAM, Presiding Officer 

17 •+3*517,2008 

+T.33T. 3295.-4t£iiPl+ StfalWT, 1947 

(1947 +T 14) +t *TT7T 17 4 4' 4^4 73T+T7 W 

3Tf t 73 ) sm 4 wr+3 4 ths P4m+T sfa; 

+4+Trf 4 srpRT fror 3 

7K+k 3-{jD33ffi+7 u l/91*3 w -tl^-t, He.’ll ^ H'Hie [7TT4 
73. 59(73t)/2008] +) y+lfeld +7dt t, ^ 737+37 +) 

17-11-2008 ^Tt TO ^3TT «TT I 

[73. T^-170I2/l8/2008-3^33T7 )] 

Wm 4f+ 3Tfa+T7t 
New Delhi, the 17th November, 2008 

S.O. 3295.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial DisjDutes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government Ihereby publishes the Award [Ref, No. 
59(C)/2008] of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal- 
cum-Labour Court, Patna now as shown in the Annexure, 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of L1C of India and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
17-11-2008. 

[No. L-17012/18/2008-1R (M)] 
KAMAL BAKHRU, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER, 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, SHRAM BHAWAN, 
BAILEY ROAD,PATNA 

Re Keren ce Case No. 59(C) of 2008 

Between the Management of L1C of India Ltd., Patna and 
their workman Shri Stikaldeo Thakur, represented by B.M.S., 
Patna. 

For the Management : Shri Anil Kumar Verma, 
Representative of L1C. 

For the Workman : Sri Murari Prasad, Representative 
ofBMS. 

Present : Vasudeo Ram, Presiding Officer, Industrial 
Tribunal, Patna. 


AWARD 

Patna, dated the 27th October, 2008 

By adjudication Order No. L-l 7012/18/2008-IR(M) 
dated 21-5-2008, the Government cT India, Ministry of 
Labour, New Delhi, under clause (d) tn "b-section (1) and 
sub-section (2A) of Section-10 of the strial Disputes 
Act, 1947 (hereinafter called ‘the Act ''»-evity) has 
referred the following Industrial Dispute 'en the 
Management of LIC of India Ltd., Patna and then workman 
Sri Sakaldeo Thakur, represented by B.M.S., Patna for 
adjudication to this Tribunal: 

“Whether the action of the management of LIC of 
India, Divisional Office, Patna in not regularising the 
services of daily wage worker Shri Sakaldeo Thakur 
working for a long period and not giving him regular 
status of a permanent worker is justified and legal ? 
If not, to what relief the worker is entitled to ?” 

2. Both the parties appeared on notice and filed 
statement of claim and the written statement. Subsequently 
a petition for withdrawal of the reference case has been 
filed on behalf of workman and moved. Under the 
circumstances I presume that now no dispute exists 
between the parties and hence 1 hereby pass a “No Dispute 
Award”. 

3. And that is my Award. 

VASUDEO RAM, Presiding Officer 
17 W3T, 2008 

7RT.3TT. 3296.-AiWjlPl+ fTOT 33MW3, 1947 
(1947 <*1 14) +t 17 4 SPJTTTh 4 737+37 ^ 

331 t 73t 33T+ ^fejl 4 W4+3 4 77+£ Pi 4*1+7 33l7 

+4+kT 4 sffa, 3FJSRJ PlR^ ^tilPlch [qc||^ ”4 44N 

737+37 3l1^Pl+ 33fa+7*4/?iP7 ^3T+c+3 TOT 4 TOT [73^4 
73. 58(730/2008] +t y+lfi»ld +7dt f, ^ 737+17 +1 

17-11-2008 +)TO|33T «3T I 

[73. +3-17012/17/2008-33t£33K (7*3.)] 
+TO TO+, 3?ffi+T7t 

New Delhi, the 17th November, 2008 
S.O. 3296.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award [Ref. No. 
58(C)/2008] of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal- 
eum-Labour Court, Patna, now as shown in the Annexure, 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of LIC of India and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
17-11-2008. 

[No. L-l 7012/17/2008-1R(M)| 
KAMAL BAKHRU, Desk Officer 
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For thcj Management 

! i 

For th<[ Work^s 
Present 


tan 


referrc 

Manas 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER, 
IN0USTRIALTRIBUNAL, SHRAM BHAWAN, 

! BAILEY ROAD, PATNA 

Reference Case No. 58(C) of2008 

Betweejn the Management of LIC of India.Ltd., Patna and 
their wj> rkm an) Shri Pintoo Kumar, represen ted by 

Patna. ; j 

Shri Anil Kumar Verma, 
Representative of LIC. 

Sri Murari Prasad, Representative 
ofBMS. 

: Vasudeo Ram, Presiding Officer, Industrial 
1 T ribunal, Patna. 

AWARD 

Patna, dated the 27th October, 2008 

By adjudication Order No. L-17012/17/2008-IR(M) 
dated 21-5-2008, the Government of India, Ministry of 
Labouij, New Delhi, under clause (d) of sub-section (1) and 
sub-seftion (2 A) of Section-10 of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, \y41 (hereinafter called ‘the Act’ for brevity) has 
i the following Industrial Dispute between the 
imentc f LIC of India Ltd., Patna and their workman 
Sri Pijitoo Kumar, represented by B.M.S., Patna for 
adjudication to this Tribunal: 

‘[Whether the action of the management of LIC of 
India, Divisional Office, Patna in not regularising the 
3ervice3 of daily wage worker Shri Pintoo Kumar 
forking for a long period and not giving him regular 
jlatus of a permanent worker is justified and legal? If 
ijlol, whit relief the worker is entitled to ?”. 

Both! the parties appeared on notice and filed 
statement of cjaim and the written statement. Subsequently 
a petit|on forjwithdrawa! of the reference case has been 
filed On behjalf of workman and moved. Under the 
circuitstancds I presume that now no dispute exists 
between thej partices and hence I hereby pass a “No 
Dispute Awaijd’. 

3. And that is my Award. 

VASUDEO RAM, Presiding Officer 
! 17 WSR, 2008 

*R.3TT.j 3297.-3lWlPl4> fRRTT 1947 

(1947! tr M) ^ RRT 17 ^ 3FJFRRT R* 7TC9FR 

R. RT4R -grTT TR*Rt. (3TFT 3*1^4) l^rl, RdM 

-slldfePr R?1R «o4<+>kT 

rt srwR R ftfe: aTfsrtfe R ^#4 TOTt 
3tWif J k 3TfspFRUI/.9TR ^TRURTR R. 11, Rf Tf W 

(TTcC^j wn j3TT^tR.-49/2007) ^ y+lfeld RRrTt t, 
'Tqft4! TRRTR RTF 17-11 -2008 4^ W fRT RI i 

i [4T. TTel-30012/7/2007-3TTf.34R. (TTR-)] 


New Delhi, the 17th November, 2008 

S.O. 3297. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 
I.D. No. 49/2007) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal-eum-Labour Court No. 11, New Delhi, now as 
shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial Dispute between 
the employers in relation to the management of 
M/s. Yadav & Company, Contractor of IOCL, LPG Bottling 
Plant and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 17-11-2008. 

[No. L-30012/7/2007-1R(M)] 
KAMAL BAKHRU, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THECENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 
NO. II, RAJENDRA BHAVAN, RAJENDRA PLACE, 
NEW DELHI 

1. D. No. 49/07 dated: 24-10-2008 

In the matter of dispute betw een : 

Shri Dinesh Kumar, 

Represented by Petroleum Mazdoor Union, 

C/o CPWD Workers Union, Sector IV, 

R. K. Purarn, New Delhi-1 10022. 

.Workman 

Versus 

The Sr. Plant Manager, 

I.O.C.L., LPG Bottling Plant, 

Madanpur Khad.ar, 

New Delhi. 

2. M/s. Yadav & Company, 

WZ&374, Shakarpur, 

New'Delhi-110034. 

.... Management 

Appearances : None for the Workman 

SHRI N. K. Mhngla, Dy. 

Manager of the Management 

AWARD 

The Central Government Ministry of Labour vide 
Order No. L-30012/7/2007-1R(M) dated 21-8-2007 has 
referred the following Industrial Dispute to this Tribunal 
for adjudication: 

“Whether the termination of Shri Dinesh Kumar in 
June, 2005 by M/s. Yadav & Company, New Delhi 
contractor of IOCL, LPG Bottling Plant, Madanpur 
Khadar, New Delhi is just and legal ? If not. to what 
relief the workman is entitled ?” 

2. Ever since the reference has been received by this 
Tribunal, the workman has never appeared nor has he filed 
any Statement of Claim. This case was reserved for award 
on 17-6-2008 but my Ld. Predecessor without pronouncing 
the aw'ard has retired and Consequently 1 sent another 
notice to the workman for pursuing his case further but he 
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has not turned up. It appears that the workman is not 
interested in the outcome of this reference. Hence No 
Dispute Award is passed in this case. File be consigned to 
record room. 

Dated: 24-10-2008 

SATNAM SINGH, Presiding Officer 
M 17 WSR, 2008 

^T.33T. 3298.-3l1«llPl4> 3#rW, 1947 

(1947 14) ^ qm 17 ^ TR3FR ^ 

air i # arfcp ^ wtz PwWf afo 

°'>4 c hl<l 333^*3 PiR^d 3^uilPi<*> PhPa «h'*M 

twm ^w<?ra ^ w [tM 

K 56(#)/2008] qfft y+T^Td ^cft t, 73T3FTC ^ 

17-11-2008 *tt I 

[TT. 3^-17012/1/2008-33^ 33R (t^)] 
'bHd 3Tf^=hl<l 

New Delhi, the 17th November, 2008 

S.O. 3298.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award [Ref. No. 
56(C)/2008] of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/ 
Labour Court, Patna now as shown in the Annexure, in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of LIC of India and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
17-11-2008. 

[No. L-17012/1/2008-1R(M)J 
KAMAL BAKHRU, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER, 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, SHRAM BHAWAN, 
BAILEY ROAD, PATNA 
Reference Case No. 56(C) of2008 
Between the management of LIC of India Ltd., Patna and 
their workman Shri Dharmendar Kumar, represented by 
13.M.S., Patna. 

For the Management : Shri Anil Kumar Verma, 
Representative of LIC. 

For the Workman : Shri Murari Prasad, Representative 
of BMS. 

Present : Vasudeo Ram, Presiding Officer, Industrial 
Tribunal, Patna 

AWARD 

Patna, dated the 23rd October, 2008 

By abdication order No. L-l 7012/l/2008-IR(M) dated 
16-5-2008, the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, 
New Delhi, under clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub¬ 
section (2 A) of Section-10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947 (hereinafter called ‘the Act’ for brevity) has referred 
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the following dispute between the management of LIC of 
India Ltd., Patna and their workman Shri Dharmendra Kumar, 
represented by B.M.S., Patna for adjudication to this 
Tribunal: 

“Whether the action of the managemem of LIC of 
India, Divisional Office, Patna in not regularising the 
services of daily wage worker Shri Dharmendra Kumar 
working for a long period and not giving him regular 
status of a permanent worker is justified and legal ? 
If not, what relief the worker is entitled to ?” 

2. Both the parties appeared on notice and filed 
statement of claim and the written statement. Subsequently 
a petition for withdrawal of the reference case has been 
filed on behalf of workman and moved. Under the 
circumstances 1 presume that now no dispute exists 
between the parties and hence I hereby pass a “No 
dispute Award”. 

3, And that is my Award. 

VASUDEO RAM, PresidingOfficcr 
17'^RRTC, 2008 

cFT.33T. 3299.— sfeftfrRF 33fafW3, 1947 

(1947 ^ i4) ^ m\ 17 ^ toi Ra 

3Tlt #. 3#9> $f<rs*n ^ ^ fbPlbf 3fft 

3^1 til Pi fSRK 

TT. 55(Tft)/2008] ^ t, ^ 

17-11-2008 1331 I 

[U RcT-17012/2/2008-331^ 33R (3^3)] 

33f»4^Kt 

New Delhi, the 17th November, 2008 
S.O. 3299. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award [Ref. No. 
55(C)/2008] ofthe Central Government Industrial Tribunal/ 
Labour Court, Patna now as shown in the Annexure, in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of LIC of India and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Governmeni on 
17-11-2008 

[No. L-17012/2/2008-1R (M)| 
KAMAL BAKHRU, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORETHE PRESIDING OFFICER, 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, SHRAM BHAWAN, 
BAILEY ROAD, PATNA 
Reference Case No. 55(C) of 2008 

Between the management of LIC of India Ltd., Patna and their 
workman Shri Kaloo Kumar, represented by B.M.S., Patna. 

For the Management : Shri Anil Kumar Verma, 
Representative of LlC. 


4761 GI/08—7 
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Foil the Workman : Shri Murari Prasad, Representative 
of BMS. 

Present j: Vasudeo Ram, Presiding Officer, Industrial 

' Tribunal, Patna 

AWARD 

Patna, dated the 23rd October, 2008 
By adjudication Order No. L-17012/2/2008-1 R(M) 
dated 16-5-2008, the Government of India, Ministry of 
Labour, New Delhi, under clause (d) of sub-section (1) and 
sub-jsection (2 A) of Section-10 of the Industrial Disputes 
Act^ 1947 hereinafter called ‘the Act’ for brevity) has 
referred the following dispute between the management of 
L1C pf India Ltd, Patna and their workman Sri Kaloo Kumar, 
represented by B.M.S., Patna for adjudication to this 
Tribunal : 

“Whdther the action of the management of LIC of 
India] Divisional Office, Patna in not regularising the 
, services of daily wage worker Shri Kaloo Kumar 
; working for a long period and not giving him regular 
j status (of a permanent worker is justified and legal? If 
not, tc| what relief the worker is entitled to ?” 

, 2. Bo:h the parties appeared on notice and filed 
statement of claim and the written statement. Subsequently 
a petition fc r withdrawal of the reference case has been 
filedj on behalf of workman and moved. Under the 
cirodmstanoes I presume that now no dispute exists 
betwfeen the partices and hence 1 hereby pass a “No 
dispute Aw^rd”. 

3. Ana that is my Award. 

. VASUDEO RAM, Presiding Officer 

| 18 2008 

teT.arrj 3300.-3ftcilPpb feK arfafwT, 1947 
(194t^T 14) m 17^a^3^^^^TTr^K3Tt.TR. 
^ i ^ -3^ ^ 

4 linn $ afaffire 

^ Trere 

U-68f2003)l^ JPElfow Wt %, W?m ^ 

17-1 lj-2008 «?[ I 

[tf. 1^-30011/10/2003-3#5TTC Opr)] 

New Delhi, the 18th November, 2008 

S. O. 3300.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government iereby publishes the Award (Ref. l.D. No. 
68/2003) of tike Central Government Industrial Tribunal/ 
Labour Court] Hyderabad now as shown in the Annexure, 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the fnanageknent of ONGC and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 17-11 -2008. 

[No. L-3001 l/I0/2003-lR(M)J 
KAMAL BAKHRU, Desk Officer 


[Part II- Src.3(ii)| 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THECENTRALGOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIALTRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOURCOURTAT 
HYDERABAD 

Present: Shri Ved Prakash Gaur, Presiding Officer 

Dated the 17th day of September, 2008 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 68/2003 

Between: 

The General Secretary, 

ONGC Ltd., Contract Workers Union, 

Adikarivari Street, Narsapuram, 

West Godavari (A.P.) 534275. ...Petitioner 

And 

The Additional Executive Director, 

ONGC Ltd., Krishna Godavari Project, 

Godavari Bhavan, Base Complex (A.P.), 
Rajahmundry-534275. ... Respondent 

APPEARANCES 

For the Petitioner: M/s. K. Chidambaram, S-N. Padmini, 
Y. V. Srinivasan, & Ch. Krupavanih. 
Advocates 

For the Respondent ; Sri. K. Venkata Rao&G. Ramasubba 
Rao, Advocates 

AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by its 
orderNo. L-30011/10/2003-1 R(M) dated 19-6-2003 referred 
the following dispute under section 10(1) (d) of the l.D. 
Act, 1947 for adjudication to this Tribunal between the 
management ofM/s.O.N.G.C. Ltd., and their workman. The 
reference is : 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the demand of the O.N.G.C. Contract 
Workers Union, Narsapuram for regularization of 
services of62 helpers viz. S/Sh. Y.N.P. Kumar and 61 
others (As per list) working under M/s. Chaitanya 
Industrial Services Co-operative Society Ltd., by the 
principal employer i.e.. M/s. Oil & Natural Gas Corpn. 
Ltd., Krishna Godavari Project, Rajahmundry is legal 
and/or justified ? If not, to what relief the concerned 
union is entitled ?” 

The reference is numbered in this Tribunal as l.D. 
No. 68/2003 and notices were issued to the parties. 

2. The Petitioner union filed claim statement stating 
that the 62 workers. Their job is of perennial nature. It is 
submitted that in view of the prohibition of the contract 
labour in the fire fighting, driving, the applicants were re¬ 
designated as skilled in respect of drivers and semi-skilled, 
in turn they are deemed to be the employees of O.N.G.C. 
and entitled for all benefits attached to the post of fireman 
and drivers. Hence, prayed to direct the Respondent to 
regularize the services of the seven workmen. 
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3. The case has been posted for filing of counter 
and documents by the Respondent on today i.e., 
17-9-2008, but the counsel for th.e Petitioner filed memo 
today, i.e., 17 -9-2008 stating that the case is settled out 
of court. The management came up with a settlement to 
regularize Sri B. Shiva Shankar and 45 others similarly 
placed workers and to that effect the council for the 
Petitioner field letter No. HAL/HD/402/2/IR/08 dated 
3-6-2008 by the Respondent to the counsel for the 
Petitioner for withdrawal of the industrial dispute as the 
mntter was settled out of court. Hence, the I.D. is closed 
as withdrawn as prayed. 

Accordingly, an Award is passed, Transmit. 

Dictated to Smt. P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant 
transcribed by her corrected by me on this the 17th day of 
September, 2008. 

VED PRAKASH GAUR, Presiding Officer 
Appendix of evidence 


Witnesses examined for the Petitioner NIL 

Witnesses examined 

for the Respondent NIL 

Documents marked for the Petitioner NIL 

Documents marked for the Respondent NIL 


18 W3TC, 2008 

^T.3*T. 3301.—3l1slPl4> Slfvfwr, 1947 

(1947 14) ^ VRT 17 ^ Wm 

RrifM^s ^ wrersi ^ fnqMfrf 

W&K 4gl)Pl4> 

W2 tf. 24/2007) Wf^RT t, # 

^ 18-11 -2008 W<T ^3TI I 

[■R. ^-4201 l/2/2006-3nf m ) ] 

New Delhi, the 18th November, 2008 

S.O. 3301.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government heieby publishes the award (Ref. No. 24/2007) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Kolkata, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in ralation to the 
management of Hindustan Aeronautics Ltd. and their 
workmen, which was received by the Central Government 
on 18-11-2008. 

[No. L-4201 l/2/2006-lR(DU)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 


ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL , 
TRIBUNAL AT KOLKATA 

REFERENCE NO:24 OF2007 

Parties: Employers in relation to the management of 
Hindustan Aeronautics Ltd. 

AND 

* Their Workmen 

Present: Mr. Justice C.P. Mishra Presiding Officer 
APPEARANCE 

On behalf of the : Mr. D. K. Ghosh, Advocate 

Management with Mr. R. De, Advocate 

On behalf of the workmen :None. 

State: West Bengal. Industry : Aeronautics. 

Dated, the 6th November, 2008 

AWARD 

By Order No. L-42011/2/2006-1R (DU), dated 
14-08-2007 the Government of India, Ministry of Labour in 
exercise of its powers under Section 10(1 )(d) and (2A) of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 referred the following 
dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication : 

SCHEDULE 

"Whether the direct employer-employee relationship 
existed between the Management of Hindustan 
Aeronautics Ltd. and their 31 workmen as per 
Annexure ? If yes, whether the action of the 
management in transferring them w.e.f. 1 -9-2005 is 
. legal and justified ? If the above action is not legal 
and justified, to what relief the workmen are entitled 
to?” 

2. When the case is called out today, none appears 
for the workmen. Advocate for the management is present 
and has stated that none has ever appeared for the workmen 
in this case and they are no longer interested in the matter. 
He has prayed for disposal of the case by passing a "No 
Dispute" Award. 

3. It appears from the record that none has ever 
appeared on behalf of the workmen in this case, nor any 
step is taken behalf to proceed with the matter in spite of 
service of notice upon the union. It is accordingly clear 
that Tribunal, therefore, has no other alternative but 
todispose of the matter by passing a "No dispute" A ward, 
A "No dispute" A ward is accordingly passed and the 
reference is disposed of. 

C.P. MISHRA, Presiding Officer 

Kolkata, 

The 6th November, 2008. 
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ANNEXURE—I 

Employees Converted from Management Contract to Private Contract 

SI. Name 

Department 

Nature of Job 

Year of 

No. 



Joining 

01. Tapa^Gope 

Store 

Store Keeper 

1995 

02. Subhiasis Nandy 

Store 

Store Keeper cum Computer Operator 

1998 

03. Achiptya Ray Chaudhuri 

Store 

Store Keeper cum Computer Operator 

1993 

04.' Biswianath Sutradhar 

Store 

Store Helper 

1995 

05. Tarak Pal 

i j 

Store 

Store Helper 

1996 

06., D. Mahavir 

Store 

Store Helper 

1993 

07. Pratul Roy 

Maintenance 

A.C. Plant Operator cum Electrician 

1998 

08. Bisv^anath Dey 

Hanger Shop 

Computer Operator 

1995 

09. Miss; Priscalla Magor 

Medical 

A ay a 

1998 

10. Miss; Rinku Das 

Progress 

Clerk cum Messanger 

1998 

11., P. Mjankundu 

Canteen 

Cook 

1992 

12.1 Amaj- Kr. Pathak 

Canteen 

Cook 

1998 

13. Sunij Manna 

Canteen 

Cook 

1998 

14. Sanjit Kr. Biswas 

Canteen 

Cook 

1998 

15, PardjpSarkar 

Canteen 

Cook 

1998 

i . j 

16 1 Gourji Shankar Raj ak 

Canteen 

Canteen Helper 

1998 

17l Preni Nath Shaw 

Canteen 

Canteen Helper 

1995 

18* S.Mpkherjee 

• Canteen 

Canteen Helper 

1998 

19] Asitkr. Pal 

Canteen 

Canteen Helper 

1998 

20, Partha Chatterjee 

Accounts 

Accounts cum Computer Operator 

1992 

211 Kouihik Chanda 

Accounts 

Accounts cum Computer Operator 

1998 

! i 

22] Someth Nandy 

Accounts 

Accounts cum Computer Operator 

1998 

23! GopitCh.Dey 

Transport 

Driver 

1998 

24. Tapan Debnath 

Transport 

Driver 

1999 

25! Abdiil Mannan 

Transport 

Driver 

1991 

26, Debfrnanda Pal 

Transport 

Driver 

1993 

27. P Arjuh Das 

Test Pilot Office 

Helper 

1997 

28j Debisis Chattaraj 

Quality Control 

Computer Operator 

1998 

29. Abhik Gangopadhyy 

Planning 

Computer Operator 

1992 

30; Lokijiath Das 

Finishing 

Helper 

1976 

3!. Ashis Kr. Das 

Progress 

Helper 

1992 
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18 ^T^SR, 2008 

g>r.3ff. 3302 .—aA«lPi<+> srfVfcm, 1947 

(1947 14) ^ ^RI 17 ^ 3?3*R»r3, WZ™ 

T^r. 3n£#. 3tfa> ^ wrcfa ^ afri 

+^kT <£ #3, 3T^r 3 atefw 3 
wftc afafer srffeniwam ^irai^R, ^fi ^ w 
[*M u 19 (Tft)/2007] iranftRT t, 

^ 17-11-2008 ^ ISM «ff I 

[B. T^-17012/18/2007-3ni 31R. (t^T.) ] 
cfpqp^ wrer?\, ^>F4> arfa^uO 

New Delhi, the 18th November, 2008 

S.O. 3302.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award [Ref. No. 19(C)/ 
20071 of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Patna now as shown in the Annexure, in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of L.I.C. of India and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 17-11- 
2008. 

[No. L-17012/18/2007-IR(M)] 
KAMAL BAKHRU, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER, INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL, SHRAM BHAWAN, BAILE Y ROAD, 
PATNA 

Reference Case No. 19(C) of 2007 

Between the management of LIC of India Ltd., Patna 
and their workman Sri Madan Kumar, represented by 
B.M.S., Patna. 

For the Management: Sri Navin Kumar, 

Representative of LIC. 

For the workman: Sri Murari Prasad, 

Representative of BMS. 

Present: Vasudeo Ram, Presiding Officer, 
Industrial Tribunal, Patna. 

AWARD 

Dated, Patna, the 30th October, 2008 

By adjudication order No. L-17012/18/2007-1. R. (M), 
dated 7-9-2007 the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, 
New Delhi, under clause (d) of sub-section(I) and sub¬ 
section^ A) o f Section-10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947 (hereinafter called the Act' for brevity) has referred the 
following dispute between the management of LIC of India 
Ltd,, Patna and their workman Sri Madan Kumar, represented 
by B.M.S., Patna for adjudication to this Tribunal: 

"Whether the action of the Management of LIC of 
India, Divisional Office, Patna in not regularising 


the services of daily wage worker Shri Madan 
Kumar, working for a long period and not giving him 
regular status of a permanent worker is justified and 
legal ? If it is an unfrair laboour practice, what relief 
the worker is entitled to ?” 

2. Parties appeared on notice and filed statement of 
claim and the written statement. Subsequently a petition 
for withdrawl of the reference case has been filed on behalf 
of workman and moved. Under the circumstances I presume 
that now no dispute exists between the parties and hence 
I hereby pass a “No dispute Award”. 

3. And that is my award. 

VASUDEO RAM, Presiding Officer 
18W*ff, 2008 

^T.3TT. 3303.—aMfiFF fiPTTC 1947 

(1947 i4) 17 ^ 

3TT£ 3TPF ^ Pi4l'S|«h) afo 

"3^ ^ 3FpF*r 3 3kilPl4> 3 

srftrewsre "4 I 4M4 , TOT 

u i3(^ft)/2008] y+iftid i, 

17-11-2008 «tr i 

[U W'17012/55/2007-3nf.3TR, (T^T.)] 
«h-HcrI 

New Delhi, the 18th November, 2008 

S.G. 3303. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award [Ref. No. 13(C)/ 
2008] of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Patna now as shown in the Annexure, in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of LIC of India and their workmen, which 
was received by the Central Government on 17-11-2008. 

, [No. lr 17012/55/2007-lR(M)] 
KAMAL BAKHRU, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER, INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL, SHRAM BHAWAN, BAILEY ROAD, 
PATNA 

Reference Case No. 13(C) of 2008 

Between the Management of LIC of India Ltd., Patna 
and their workman Sri Girish Kumar, represented by B.M.S., 
Patna. 

For the Management: Sri T. I. Mukherjee, 

Representati ve of LIC. 

For the Workman: Sri Murari Prasad, 

Representative of BMS. 

Present: Vasudeo Ram, Presiding Officer, 
Industrial Tribunal, Patna. 
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AWARD 


Djated, Patna, the 24th October, 2008 

I 

By adjudication Order No.; L-17012/55/2007-1R (M), 
datec 7-l-2( 08, to the Government of India, Ministry of 
Labo ur, Ne\ t Delhi, under clause (d) of sub-section( 1) and 
sub-s ection( IA) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 {lereinafter called 'the Act* for brevity) has 
refer ed the 1 bllowing dispute between the management of 
L1C c f India Ltd., Patna and their workman Shri Girish Kumar, 
represented by B.M.S., Patna for adjudication to this 
Tribunal: 


erv 


Whether the action of the Management of L1C of 
(Divisional Office, Patna in not regularising 
ices of daily wage worker Shri Girish Kumar, 
g for a long period and not giving him regular 

t f a permanent worker is justified and legal ? 
/hat relief Shri Girish Kumar is entitled to ?” 


jIndia, 
i the s< 

I workiij 
; status 
If not. 


Both 


|2 

statement 
a petition foil 
on bepalfofvi 
1 presume 
and lienee I 


of pi 


tty 


the parties appeared on notice and filed 
aim and the written statement. Subsequently 
withdrawl of die reference case has been filed 
orkman and moved. Under the circumstances 
t now no dispute exists between the parties 
hereby pass a “No dispute Award”. 


3. Anqthat is my award. 

VASUDEO RAM, Presiding Officer 

i ^f5c*ft, 18 -TO***, 2008 

jwir.ad 3304 .—1947 
(1947 1 #) «TRT 17 ^ mm 

t^t. sft.| sm Tfe^TT ^ wrn ^ ftrcN#’ afo 

3*1 H TtTvSJ 3flENi*f«b n 

mm ^ti i P i 4. arfireirin/sm -mi mm , v&n 
[7^ 7T. 41(7ft)/2008] # y+lftld t, ^ 
nil 1-2008 # 3J1RT $3Tf «TT I 

, | [R. ^-17012/83/2007-3^. 3TR. (^P)] 

I ^441 , •s><r e fc srf^cFlft 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER, INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL, SHRAM BHAWAN, BAILEY ROAD, 
PATNA. 

Reference Case No. 41(C) of 2008 

Between the Management of L1C of India Ltd., Patna 
and their workman Shri Ramadhar Singh, represented by 
B.M.S., Patna. 

For the Management: Sri T. T. Mukherjee, 

Representative of LlC. 

For the Workman: Sri Murari Prasad, 

Representative of BMS. 

Present: Vasudeo Ram, Presiding Officer, 
Industrial Tribunal, Patna. 

AWARD 

Dated, Patna, the 29th October, 2008 
By adjudication order No. L-17012/83/2007-1 R(M), 
dated 1-4-2008, the Government of India, Ministry of 
Labour, New Delhi, under clause (d) of sub-section( 1) and 
sub-section(2A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 (hereinafter called 'the Act’ for brevity) has 
referred the following dispute between the management of 
LIC of India Ltd., Patna and their workman Sri Ramadhar 
Singh, represented by B.M.S., Patna for adjudication to 
this Tribunal: 

"Whether the action of the Management of LIC of 
India, Divisional Office, Patna in not regularising 
the services of daily wage worker Shri Ramadhar 
Singh, working for a long period and not giving him 
regular status of a permanent worker is justified and 
legal? If not, what relief Sh Ramdhar Singh is entitled 
to?” 

2. Both the parties appeared on notice and filed 
statement of claim and the written statement. Subsequently 
a petition for withdrawa of the reference case has been fi led 
on behalf of workman and moved. Under the circumstances 
I presume that now no dispute exists between the parties 
and hence 1 hereby pass a “No dispute Award”. 

3. And that is my award. 

VASUDEO RAM, Presiding Officer 


N^w Delhi, the 18th November, 2008 

jS.O. (3304.—In pursuance of Section. 17 of the 
Industrial Deputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award [Ref. No. 41(C)/ 
20081 of th^ Central Government Industrial Tribunal/ 
Labour Court, Patna now as shown in the Annexure, in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in ralation to the 
management pfLIC of India and their workmen, which was 
received by tl^e Central Government on 17-11 -2008. 


M ■feft, 18 W^C, 2008 

« 
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mm arftRFWsrc ^ 
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[No. L-17012/83/2007-IR(M)] 
KAMAL BAKHRU, Desk Officer 
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New Delhi, the 18th November, 2008 

S.O. 3305. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award [Ref. No. 37(C)/ 
2008] of the Cental Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Patna now as shown in the Annexure, in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in ralation to 
the management of LIC of India and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 17-11 -2008. 

[No.-L-I7012/78/2007-IR(M)] 
KAMAL BAKHRU, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER, INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL, SHRAM BHAWAN, BAILEY ROAD, 
PATNA. 

Ref erence Case No. 37(C) of 2008 

Between the Management of LIC of India Ltd., and 
their workman Shri Rajeshwar Prasad, represented by 
B.M.S., Patna. 

For the Management c Sri T. T. Mukheijee, 

Representative of LIC. 

For the Workman: Sri Murari Prasad, 

Representative of BMS. 

Present: Vasudeo Ram, Presiding Officer, . 

Industrial Tribunal, Patna. 

AWARD 

Patna, dated the 30th October, 2008 

By adjudication order No. L-17012/78/2007-1 R (M), 
dated 1-4-2008, the Government of India, Ministry of 
Labour, New Delhi, under clause(d) of sub-section( 1) and 
sub-section (2 A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 (hereinafter called 'the Act' for brevity) has 
referred the following dispute between the management of 
LIC of India, Ltd., Patna and their workman Sri Rajeshwar 
Piasad, represented by B.M.S., Patna for adjudication to 
this Tribunal: 

"Whether the action of the Management of LIC of 
India, Divisional Office, Patna in not regularising 
the services of daily wage worker Shri Rajeshwar 
Parsad, working for a long period and not giving him 
regular status of a permanent worker is justified and 
legal ? If not, what relief Shri Rajeshwar Prasad is 
entitled to ?” 

2. Both the parties appeared on notice and filed 
statement of claim and the written statement. Subsequently 
a petition for withdraw! of the reference case has been filed 
on behalf of workman and moved. Under the circumstances 
I presume that now no dispute exists between the parties 
and hence I hereby pass a “No dispute Award”. 

3. And this is my award. 

VASUDEO RAM, Presiding Officer 


18 W5R, 2C08 

*>T.3TT. 3306.—1W* STfaftPR, 1947 

(1947 m 14) m 17 ^ 
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N.T^-170I2/77/2007-3Tli m. (T?*T)] 

New Delhi, the 18th November, 2008 

S.O. 3306.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Centra! 
Government hereby publishes the Award [Ref. No. 36(C)/ 
2008] of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Patna now as shown in the Annexure, in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in ralation to 
the management of LIC of India and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 17-11 -2008. 

[No. L-17012/77/2007-1R( M)] 
KAMAL BAKHRU, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER, INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL, SHRAM BHAWAN, BAILEY ROAD, 
PATNA. 

Reference Case No. 36(C) of 2008 

Between the Management of LIC of India Ltd., Patna 
and their workman Shri Sonu Kumar, represented by B.M.S... 
Patna. 

For the Management: Sri T. T. Mukherjee, 

Representative of LIC. 

For the Workman: Sri Murari Prasad, 

Representative of BMS. 

Present: Vasudeo Ram, Presiding Officer, 
Industrial Tribunal, Patna. 

AWARD 

Patna, dated the 30th October, 2008 

By adjudication orderNo. L-l 7012/77/2007-1R (M), 
dated 1-4-2008, the Government of India, Ministry of 
Labour, New Delhi, under clause (d) of sub-section (I) and 
sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 (hereinafter called 'the Act' for brevity) has 
referred the following dispute between the management of 
LIC of India, Ltd., Patna and their workman Shri Sonu 
Kumar, represented by B.M.S., Patna for adjudication to 
this Tribunal: 

"Whether the action of the Management of LIC of 
India, Divisional Office, Patna in not regularising 
the services of daily wage worker Shri Sonu Kumar, 
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working for a long period mid not'giving him regular 
; status |of a permanent worker is justified and legal ? 

If not Jwhat relief Shrfftonu Kumar is entitled to?” 

j 2. Both the parties appeared on notice and filed 
statement oflclaim and the written statement. Subsequently 
a petition fir withdrawal of the reference case has been 
fileq on behalf of workman and moved. Under the 
circumstances I presume that now no dispute exists 
betwjeen thejparties and hence I hereby pass a “No dispute 
AwajxT. 

I 3. An| that is my Award. 

VASUDEO RAM, Presiding Officer 

18T*T«K, 2008 

; 3307 —foTK arfftfrilR, 1947 

(194*7 io ftt 17 ft ft, ftftfa mm 

•qcr. i m ftnrr ft wjftt ft mrz RqUftT ftft 
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! ! im; srfwft 

N^w Delhi, the I\8th November, 2008 

S.O. B307.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award [Ref. No. 35(C)/ 
2008) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Couijt, Patna now as shown in the Annexure, in the 
Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to 
the rr anagement of LIC of India and their workman, which 
was i eceivea by the Central Government on 17-11-2008. 

[No. L-17012/76/2007-IR(M)] 

J KAMAL BAKHRU, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER, INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL, SHRAM BHAWAN, BAILEY ROAD, 

I PATNA. 

Reference Case No. 35(C) of 2008 

Between the Management of LIC of India Ltd., Patna 
and tljeir workman Shri Prem Chand, represented by B.M.S., 
Patna. 

For the Management: Sri T. T. Mukherjee, 

i . i Representative of LIC. 

For the Workman : Sri Murari Prasad, 

Representative of BMS. 

Preseht: Vasudeo Ram, Presiding Officer, 
Industrial Tribunal, Patna. 


AWARD 

Patna, dated the 30th October, 2008 

By adjudication order No. L-17012/76/2007-1 R(M), 
dated 1-4-2008, the Government of India, Ministry of 
Labour, New Delhi, under clause (d) of sub-section (1) and 
sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 (hereinaft er called ’the Act’ for brevity) has 
referred the following; dispute between the management of 
LIC of India, Ltd., Patna and their workman Sri Prem Chand, 
represented by B.M S, Patna for adjudication to this 
Tribunal: 

"Whether the action of the Management of LIC of 
India, Divisional Office, Patna in not regularising 
the services of daily v/age worker Shri Prem Chand, 
working for a lc tng pe riod and not giving him regular 
status of a gemr.ianent worker is justified and legal ? 
If not, what relief Shri Prem Chandls entitled to ?” 

2. Both the parties appeared on notice and filed 
statement of claim and this written statement. Subsequently 
a petition for withdrawad of the reference case has been 
filed on behalf of workman and moved. Under the 
circumstances I presume that now no dispute exists 
between the parties and 1 rence I hereby pass a “No dispute 
Award”. 

3. And that is my / ^ward. 

Vi \SUDEO RAM, Presiding Officer 

^ 1ft ft), 18 2008 

^rr,3TT. 3308.—3facfK srfafwt, 1947 
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[ft 17012/75/2007-3^. m. (ttr)J 

^rcn?r sfiw, ftwft 

New Delhi, the 18th N ovember, 2008 

S.O. 3308.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Centra! 
Government hereby publishes the Award [Ref. No. 34(C)/ 
2008] of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Patna now as shown in the Annexure, in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of LIC of India and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 17-11-2008. 

[No. L-17012/75/2007-1 R(M)] 
KAMAL BAKHRU, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER, INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL, SHRAM BHAWAN, BAILEY ROAD, 
PATNA. 

Reference Case No. 34(C) of 2008 

Between the Management of LIC of India Ltd., Patna 
and their workman Shri Shambhu Nath Tiwari, represented 
by Patna. 

For the Management: Sri T. T. Mnkheijee, 

Representative of LIC. 

For the Workman: Sri Murari Prasad, 

Representative of BMS. 

Present: Vasudeo Ram, Presiding Officer, 
Industrial Tribunal, Patna. 

AWARD 

Patna, dated the 30th October, 2008 

By adjudication order No.. L-17012/75/2007-1 R(M), 
dated 1-4-2008, the Government of India, Ministry of 
Labour, New Delhi, under clause (d) of sub-section (1) and 
sub-section (2 A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 (hereinafter called 'the Act' for brevity) has 
referred the following dispute between the management of 
LIC of India, Ltd., Patna and their workman Sri Sambhu 
Nath Tiwari, represented by B.M;S., Patna for adjudication 
to this Tribunal: 

"Whether the action of the Management of LIC of 
India, Divisional Office, Patna in not regularising 
the services of daily wage worker Shri Shambhu Nath 
Tiwari, working for a long period and not giving him 
regular status of a permanent worker is justified and 
legal ? If not, what relief Sh. Shambhu Nath Tiwari is 
entitled to?” 

2. Both the parties appeared on notice and filed 
statement of claim and the written statement. Subsequently 
a petition for withdrawal of the reference case has been 
filed on behalf of workman and moved. Under the 
circumstances 1 presume that now no dispute exists 
between the parties and hence I hereby pass a “No dispute 
Award”. 

3. And that is my Award. 

VASUDEO RAM, Presiding Officer 

18 WSR, 2008 
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New Delhi, the 18th November, 2008 

S.O. 3309. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award [Ref. No. 40(C)/ 
2008)] of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/ 
Labour Court, Patna now as shown in the Annexure, in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of LIC of India and their workmen, which was 
received by the Central Government on 17-11 -2008. 

[No. L-17012/8 l/2007-lR(M)] 
KAMAL BAKHRU, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER, INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL, SHRAM BHAWAN, BAILEY ROAD, 
PATNA. 

Reference Case No. 40(C) of 2008 

Between the Management of LIC of India Ltd., Patna 
and their workman Shri Anirudh Kumar Singh, represented 
by B.M.S., Patna. 

For the Management: Sri T. T. Mukherjee, 

Representative of LIC. 

For the Workman : Sri Murari Prasad, 

Representative of BMS. 

Present: Vasudeo Ram, Presiding Officer, 
Industrial Tribunal, Patna. 

AWARD 

Dated, Patna, the 31 st October, 2008 

By adudication order No. L-l 7012/81/2007-1R (M), 
dated 1-4-2008, the Government of India, Ministry of 
Labour, New Delhi, under clause (d) of sub-section (1) and 
sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 (hereinafter called 'the Act' for brevity) has 
referred the following dispute between the management of 
LIC of India, Ltd., Patna and their workman Sri Anirudh 
Kumar Singh, represented by B.M.S., Patna for adjudication 
to this Tribunal: 

"Whether the action of the Management of LIC of 
India, Divisional Office, Patna in not regularising 
the services of daily wage worker Shri Anirudh Kumar 
Singh, working for a long period and not giving him 
regular status of a permanent worker is justified and 
legal ? Ifnot, what relief Sh. Anirudh Kumar Singh is 
entitled to ?” 

2. Both the parties appeared on notice and ft led 
statement of claim and the written statement. Subsequently 
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6476 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: DECEMBER I3,2008/AGRAHAYANA22,1930 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


a petition (or withdrawl of the reference case has been filed 
on behalf 9f workman and moved. Under the circumstances 
I presume that now no dispute exists between the parties 
and hence I hereby pass a “No dispute Award”. 

3. Ajnd this is my award. 

VASUDEO RAM, Presiding Officer 


18^*^, 2008 


eST.yr. 3310 ,— ^Pm<*> 1947 

(1947 ^ri u) ^ m 17 ^ 313 m vzm 

3Tlf. #. 3TT9» sftT 

^44kT ^ #4, ft’ ftfbe sfhdtfw ft 

3tWiPi«ti 3Tf%t^rtvT/?flFt mcl , u ft) 

[^ft R. 38(#)/2008] renfr l d ^ ^ 

[7-11-2008 ^ UFA 33TT «H I 


[tf.R?M7012/80/2007-3TTf. 3TR. (T^)] 

blew Delhi, the 18th November, 2008 

S.O. 3310.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial (Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
GoVemmeht hereby publishes the award [Ref. No. 38(C)/ 
20C|8] of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Cohrt, Pa(na now as shown in the Annexure, in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in ralation to 
the management of LIC of India and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 17-11-2008. 


[No. L-17012/80/2007-IR(M)] 
KAMAL BAKHRU, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER, INDUSTRIAL 

Tribunal, shram bhawan, bailey road, 

! PATNA 

Reference Case No. 38(C) of 2008 

; Between the Management of LIC of India Ltd., Patna 
and! their workman Shri Sanjay Kumar, represented by 
B-M-S., Pa(na. 

Forthe Management: Sri T. T. Mukherjee, 

Representative ofLIC. 

Forjthe Workman: Sri Murari Prasad, 

Representative of BMS. 


Present: Vasudeo Ram, Presiding Officer, 
Industrial Tribunal, Patna. 

AWARD 

Patna Dated, the 31 st October, 2008 

By adjudication order No. L-17012/80/2007-1. R. (M), 
dated 1-44008, the Government of India, Ministry of 
Labour, Nqw Delhi, under clause (d) of sub-section (1) and 
sub-section! (2 A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes 


Act, 1947 (hereinafter called ’the Act' for brevity) has 
referred the following dispute between the management of 
LIC of India, Ltd., Patna and their workman Shri Sanjay 
Kumar, represented by B.M.S., Patna for adjudication to 
this Tribunal: 

"Whether the action of the Management of LIC of 
India, Divisional Office, Patna in not regularising 
the services of daily wage worker Shri Sanjay Kumar, 
working for a long period and not giving him regular 
status of a permanent worker is justified and legal ? 
If not, what relief Shri Sanjay Kumar is entitled to ?” 

2. Both the parties appeared on notice and filed 
statement of claim and the written statement. Subsequently 
a petition for withdrawal of the reference case has been 
filed on behalf of workman and moved. Under the 
circumstances I presume that now no dispute exists 
between the parties and hence I hereby pass a “No dispute 
Award”. 

3. And that is my award. 

VASUDEO RAM, Presiding Officer 
18 W47, 2008 

<ST.3TT. 3311.—3ikltPl<* 3TfftfWT, 1947 

(1947 14) WT 17 ^ WFR, 

3TT^. ftt. 31(9) ft> U4SRT3 "4> 3?ft 

’cH4i ^4 <*kT ft 

^ 5)4 TR«*»K 3?|4i|pl4> 3Tf^4RT4/?Fr ^ W 

^. 33(#)/2008] ^Rcft t, ftt 

17-11-2008 opt UTRT^3TT | 

[ft. ^T-17012/79/2007-3TTf. 3TR. (THT)] 

ft*** 

New Delhi, the 18th November, 2008 

S.O. 3311.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award [Ref. No. 33(C)/ 
2008] of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/ 
Labour Court, Patna now as shown in the Annexure, in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in ralation to the 
management ofLIC of India and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 17-11 -2008. 

[No. L-l 7012/79/2007-lR(M)] 
KAMAL BAKHRU, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER, INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL, SHRAM BHAWAN, BAILEY ROAD, 
PATNA 

Reference Case No. 33(C) of 2008 

Between the Management of LIC of India Ltd., Patna 
and their workman Shri Naresh Rajak, represented by 
B.M.S., Patna. 
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For the Management: Sri T. T. Mukherjee, 

Representative of L1C. 

For the Workman: Sri Murari Prasad, 

Representative of BMS. 

Present: Vasudeo Ram, Presiding Officer, 
Industrial T ribunal, Patna 


AWARD 

Patna Dated, the 29th October, 2008 

By adjudication oiderNo.. L-17012/79/2007-1. R.(M), 
dated 1-4-2008, the Government of India, Ministry of 
Labour, New Delhi, under clause (d) of sub-section (1) and 
sub-section (2A) of Section-10 of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 (hereinafter called 'the Act* for brevity) has 
referred the following dispute between the management of 
L1C of India Ltd., Patna and their workman Sri Naresh 
Rajak, represented by B.M.S., Patna for adjudication to 
this Tribunal: 

"Whether the action of the management of L1C of 
India, Divisional Office, Patna in not regularising 
the service of daily wage worker Shri Naresh Rajak, 
working for a long period and not giving him regular 
status of a permanent worker is justified and legal ? 
If not, what relief Shri Sanjay Rajak entitled to ?” 

2. Both the parties appeared on notice and filed 
statement of claim and the written statement. Subsequently 
a petition for withdrawal of the reference case has been 
filed on behalf of workman and moved. Under the 
circumstances I presume that now no dispute exists 
between the parties, hence I hereby pass a “No dispute 
Award”. 

3. And this is my Award. 

VASUDEO RAM, Presiding Officer 
18 W3R,2008 

W.3TT. 3312.— STfVfWT, 1947 
(1947 ^ 14) ^ m 17 ^ 

TRT <Sl£ 3W ^ -STSTSTcTT ^ W fnWY sfa 
cbtfcbnY ^ ^ MW ferc 3 

*K«hK 3tlsi)Pl4> 3Tfq=M u l/9TR ^TFTT^Pl RSTI ^ 

(^M V. 39(^)72008) ^Y ychlfVId RRSt i, ^ 
^R^RTl 17-11-2008 «u t 

[Tf. RcT- 17012/82/2007 m. (TRT)] 

New Delhi, the 18th November, 2008 

S.O. 3312.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputess Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 


Government hereby publishes the award (Ref No. 39(C)/ 
2008) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Patna now as shown in the Annexure, in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of LIC of India and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 17-11 -2608. 

[No. L-17012/82/2007-IR(M)] 
KAMAL BAKHRU, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER, INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL,SHRAM BHAWAN, BAILEY ROAD, 
PATNA 

Reference Case No. 39 (C) of 2008 

Between the management of LIC of India Ltd., Patna 
and their workman Shri Vijay Kumar, represented by B.M.S., 
Patna. 

For the Management: T. T. Mukherjee, 

Representative of LIC. 

For the Work'’ an ; Sri Murari Prasad, 

Representative of BMS. 

Present: Vasudeo Ram, Presiding Officer, 
Industrial Tribunal, Patna. 

AWARD 

Patna, dated the 31 st October, 2008 

By adjudication order No. L-17012/82/2007-1. R. (M), 
dated 1-4-2008, the Government of India, Ministry of 
Labour, New Delhi, under clause (d) of sub-section (1) and 
sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 (hereinafter called 'the Act' for brevity) has 
referred the following dispute between me (Parties) 
management of LIC of India Ltd., Patna and their workman 
Shri Vijay Kumar, represented by B.M.S., Patna for 
adjudication to this Tribunal: 

"Whether the action of the Management of LIC of 
India, Divisional Office, Patna in not regularising 
the service of daily wage worker Shri Vijay Kumar, 
working for a long period and not giving him regular 
status of a permanent worker is justified and legal ? If 
not, what relief the Shri Vijay Kumar is entitled to ?” 

2. Both the parties appeared on notice and filed 
statement of claim and die written statement. Subsequently 
a petition for withdrawl of the reference case has been filed 
on behalf of workman and moved. Under the circumstances 
I presume that now no dispute exists between the parties 
and hence I hereby pass a “No dispute Award”. 

3. And that is my Award. 

VASUDEO RAM, Presiding Officer 
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. '37T. 3TT. 3313.—SfNilPw STfatw, 1947 

(1947 14) *4HT 17 ^ 3 <£#4 TOTC aft. 

TA. ‘'fft. ^ft. 4F ^ Fl t l)'4<t>Y 3|R ^ 

*07,: 3ppF$ -ft ftfe ft ^TR TOTR 

TraljfW ftfc|<M u l/3TE RRTeR t?<vU«U^ ft» 4ft Id (ft^ft 
TT. NTS 'St Tfj 69/2003) y+lftid TTcft f, ^ m<*>\{ 

TTi 17- 11 -2S008 Wg33T err I 

[7T. T3[cT-30011/11/2003-31lf m (TR)] 

• W*\ 3Tfwft 

New Delhi, the 18th November, 2008 

S.O. ,3313.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Centra! 
Govbmrnefi hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 69/ 
2003)ofthejCentral Government Industrial Tribunai-cum- 
Labour Court, Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure, in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of ONGC and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 17-11-2008. 

[No. L-30011/11/2003-1 R(M)] 

KAMAL BAKHRU, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
5 NDUSTRIALTRI BLN AL- CL M-LABOl R COURT, 
AT HYDERABAD 

Present: S|ri Ved Prakash Gaur, Presiding Officer 
D^ted the 17th day of September, 2008 
1 Industrial Dispute No. 69/2003 
BETWEEN 

The General Secretary, 

ONGC Ltd J Contract Workers Union, 

Adikarivari Street, Narsapuram, 

West Godavpri (A.P.)-534275 ...Petitioner 

AND 

l he Additional Executive Director, 

ONGC Ltd.J Krishna Godavari Project, 

Godavari Bhavan, Base Complex (A.P.), 

R aj ah m undry-534275. ...Respondent 

APPEARANCES 

For Die Petitioner : M/s. G. Vidva Sagar, K. Udaya Sri, 
P. Sudheer Rao & B. Shivakumar, 
advocates. 

For the Respondent: Sri K. Venkata Rao&G. 

Ramasubba Rao, Advocates. 


AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by its 
order No. L-30011/11/2003-1 R(M) dated 19-6-2003 referred 
the following dispute under Section 10(1 )(d) of the I D. 
Act, 1947 for adjudication to this Tribunal between the 
management of M/s. ONGC Ltd., and their workman The 
reference is, 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether Sh. S.V. Kumar & 6 others (as per the list 
annexed) working under Chaitanya Industrial Technical 
Cooperative Society Ltd., as to be regularised by the 
management of M/s. Oil & Natural Gas Corpn. Ltd., Krishna 
Godavari project, Rajahmundry as demanded by the ONGC’. 
Technical Staff & Workers Union (affiliated to AITUC), 
Narsapur is legal and/or justified? If not, to what relief the 
union is entitled?” 

The reference is numbered in this Tribunal as 11) No. 
69/2003 and notices were issued to the parties. 

2. The Petitioner union filed claim statement stating 
that S. V. Kumar and 6 others were appointed and were working 
in the fire fighting section. Though they were working in the 
corporation, they were being treated as if engaged through 
cooperative societies viz., Godavari Industrial Workers 
Maintenance Service Cooperative Societies Ltd.. 
Rajahmundry, Delto Industrial Technical Service Cooperative 
Society Lid. Narsapur. Technical Industrial Service 
Cooperative Society, Rajahmundry, Chaitanya Industrial 
Service Coopera! ive Society I Jmitcd, Narsapur and Poomima 
Agencies, Rajahmundry. Theirjob is of perennial nature. It is 
submitted that in view of the prohibition of the contract 
labour in the fire figthing, driving, the applicants were re¬ 
designated as skilled in respect of drivers and semi-skilled, in 
turn they are deemed to be the employees of ONGC and 
entitled for all benefits attached to the post of fireman and 
drivers. Hence, prayed to direct the respondent to regularize 
the services of the .seven workmen S/Sri, S. V. Kumar. 
M. Bhaskar Rao, S. Murali Krishna, E. Mohan Babu, V. S. 
Hari Babu. K. Madhava Rao and D. Sivaji. 

2. The case has been posted for filing of counter and 
documents by the Respondent but the counsel for the 
Respondent filed memo, on 19-12-2003 stating that Hon’ble 
High Court of Andhra Pradesh stayed proceedings on the 
reference order. Now, today i.e., 17-9-2008 the counsel for 
the Respondent filed memo and relevant papers i.c., order of 
the Hon’ble High Court of Andhra Pradesh in WP No. 
26280/2003 and” WPMP No. 19746/2008 dated 16-7-2008 
stating that the case is settled out of court and case may be 
closed. To that effect, the Genera! Secretary of the Petitioner 
union also filed a memo case may be closed as withdrawn. 
Hence, the ID is closed as withdrawn as prayed. 

Accordingly an Award is passed. Transmit. 

Dictated to Smt. P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant 
transcribed by her corrected by me on this 17th day of 
September, 2008. 

VED PRAKASH GAUR. PrcsidintiOfficer 
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Appendix of Evidence 

Witnesses examined for the Witnesses examined 

foi* the 

Petitioner Respondent 

NIL NIL 

Documents marked for the Petitioner 
Nil 

Documents marked for the Respondent 
NIL 

•^^^,19^^,2008 


^T.3TT. 3314.-3tellfW srfVfWT, 1947 

(1947 “FT? 14) ^ m} 17 ^ 3^ ft, 



4>4chkT <£ 3pj3f%t ft skrtfw ft 

ft<cbK 3?|ft)fti4> sfifttfROI/SPI ^MPrPT nftli 

(7K«f ft. i 14/04) ^ wfcra wt t, ft) 

19-11-2008 1[3n *IT I 

[ft. T^T-40012/167/90-31^ 31R (ftt^)] 
3T5PT c£hH, 3rf*Rnft 

New Delhi, the 19th November, 2008 

S.O. 3314.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. CG1T/ 
NGP/114/04) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal- 
cum-Labour Court, Nagpur as shown in the Annexure, in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Telecom Railway Electrification 
and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 19-11-2008. 

[No. L-40012/167/90-IR(DU)j 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI A. N. YADAV, PRESIDING OFFICER, 
CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR 

CASE NO. CGIT/NGP/114/04 

Dated the 6th November, 2008 

Petitioner/Party No. 1 : Shri Haribhau Wamanrao 

Mule, Mukkam at Pungla, 
PO and Tal. Jinoor, Dist. 
Parbhani (M.S.) 

Versus 

Respondent/Party No. 2 : ■ The Divisional Engineer, 

Telecom Railway 
Electrification Project, 
Akola-444005. 


AWARD 

(Dated, the 6th November, 2008) 

1. The Central Government after satisfying the 
existence of dispute between Shri Haribhau Wamanrao 
Mule, Mukkam at Pungla, PO and Tal. Jinoor, Dist. Paibhani 
(M.S.) (Party No. 1) and the Divisional Engineer, Telecom 
Railway Electrification Project, Akola-444005 (Party No. 2) 
referred the same for adjudication to this Tribunal vide its 
letter No. L-40012/167/90-IR(DU) dated 19-4-1991 under 
clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 
10 of Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) with the 
following schedule. 

2. “Whether the action of the management of 
Telecom Railway Electrification, Akola in terminating the 
services of Shri Haribhau Wamanrao Mule is justified? If 
not, to what relief the workman concerned is entitled to ?” 

3. The reference came up for hearing on 5-11 -2008 on 
which the Petitioner and his Counsel were absent. The 
Petitioner and his counsel were not attending the case since 
last more than one year. He has also not even filed workman 
affidavit. I do not think it proper to continue it on the same 
stage years together. It seems that the Petitioner is not 
interested in prosecuting the case. In the circumstances, 
no purpose will be served in continuing the case, hence it 
dismissed for the default of the Petitioner and pass the 
negative award that he is not entitled for any relief. 

Date: 06-11-2008 

A. N. YADAV, Presiding Officer 
19 2008 

^T.3TT. 3315.-3lkltfw feK 3TfafWL 1947 
(1947 14) 4ft 17 3EJ*R"T 4 

ftftK fttRPT ft) ft) Plftl'*l c bT sift vj-1=h <+>ri«t>KT 
■ft ftfa, 3735F*r ft/fftfe: 3 MPi<* friers ft' ft^fa wsm 
ftftrtftrer 3tternT/?w ft 

ft. 360/2001) ft) ^TcTt t, ft ftftta WFR ft) 

19-11-2008 ft) W<TI|31I «TT I 

[ft -Q^T-40012/55/2000-3TF^ 3fR (ft.^.)] 
3P3R chHK, 3rfficbl<l 

New Delhi, the 19th November, 2008 

S.O. 3315.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref No. 360/ 
2001) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Bhubaneshwar, as shown in the Annexure, 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Telecom Department and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 19-11-2008. 

[No. L-40012/55/2000-lR(DU)j 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL government industrial 
TR lBtfNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

; BHUBANESHWAR 

PRESENT: 


Shri N. K. R. Mohapatra, 

Presidiife Officer, CGIT-cum-Labour 
Court, Bhubanfeshwar. 


Tr. Industrial Dispute Case No. 360/2001 

Date ofPassing Award-27th October, 2008 


BETWEEN 

The Management of (1) The Sub-Divisional Officer 
(Phone^), Telecom Deptt. Angul. 

(2) The; Telecom Distt.'Manager, Telecom 
Department, D^iehkanal. 

(3) The (jhief General Manager (T), Telecom Deptt., 
Orissa Circle, Ejhubaneshwar, (Orissa), 751001. 

1st Party-Managements. 


AND 


Their V{orkmah represented through the 
The President, Orissa Door Sanchar 
Astai Mazdor ^angh(BMS), Sector-A, 

219, Minches\+ar Industrial Estate, 
Bhubaneshwar ,;Orissa-751001. 


Ilnd Party-Union 


APPEARANCES 


Shri S.S. Ray 
SDO (Phones),: Angul 

Shri L. t. Sahc[o 
S.D.E. Dhenkafial. 

Shri K. C- Rout: 
GeneraliSecretqry 


.For the 1st party- 

Management No. 1 & 3 

.For the 1st Party- 

Management No. 2 

.For the 2nd Party- 

Union. 


AWARD 


Tjie Government of India in the Ministry of Labour, 
in exercise of powers conferred by clause (d) of sub-section 
(1) and sub-seation 2(A) of Section 10 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) have referred the following 
disputes; for adjudication vide their Order No. L-40012/55/ 
2000/1 R(DU), dfted 30-05-2000. 

“Whether the action of the SDO(T), Angul by 
terminating the services of the disputant, Sh. 
Miinaketafri Sahoo and not paying differential wages 
as per D6T guidelines is legal and justified? If not, 
to! what relief the disputant is entitled?” 

2 . It is alleged by the workman in his claim petition 
that he was appointed as a temporary telegraph Messenger 
on 1-1-1995 in the newly established District Telegraph 
Office at Anguijandwas paid at the rate ofRs. 20 per day. 
Even though he worked continuously since that day, the 


Management despite his representation, did not pay the 
minimum wages as per the Department of Telecommuni¬ 
cation guidelines and on the other hand terminated him 
from service on 29-6-1999 without any terminal benefits. 
Challenging the above termination the workman raised an 
Industrial Disputes before the Asstt. Labour Commissioner 
(Central) resulting the same in the reference. 

3. All the Managements in their single written 
statement contended that when the establishment of the 
District Telecom Officer came into being at Angul on 
1-5-1995 no Telegraph man was readily available to 
distribute the telegrams. Besides in view of the recruitment 
restrictions no regular appointment could also be made 
to meet the immediate requirement. As a result, the 
workman and few others were engaged to distribute the 
telegrams on a daily wage of Rs. 20/- per day as and when 
required as agreed by them. Subsequently on the posting 
of regular staff the workman and others were not called 
upon to distribute the telegrams. In the above back-ground 
it is pleaded that since the workman had not continuously 
worked for 240 days he was not entitled to get higher 
wages as per the Department of Telecommunication 
circular. It is further contended that the engagement of 
the workman not being continuous but intermittent, his 
non-engagement on posting of regular staff does not 
amount to retrenchment to attract Section 25-F of the 
Industrial Disputes Act. 

4. On the pleadings of the parties the following three 
issues were framed. 


ISSUES 

1. Whether the reference is maintainable ? 

2. Whether the action of the SDO(T), Angul, by 
terminating the services of the disputant, Shri Minaketan 
Sahoo and not paying the differential wages as per DoT 
guidelines is legal and justified? 

3. If not, to what relief the disputant is entitled? 

5. During trial the workman did not take any step 
continuously for years together for which he was set 
exparte and the exparte evidence of the Management was 
recorded. 

ISSUE No. 1,2 &3 

6 . All these issues are taken up together for the 
purpose of convenience. 

The evidence adduced by the Management Witness 
Shri Sidratha Sekhar Roy, S.D.O. (Phones), Angul shows 
that when the telegraph office at Angul came into being on 
1-5-1995 no sub-staff was available to work as Grade-C 
& D employees. No such sub-staff could also be recruited 
immediately in view of the recruitment restrictions. To meet 
the exigencies the workman and few other persons were 
entrusted to distribute telegrams on receipt of Rs. 20/- per 
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day as agreed by them. His evidence further shows that 
the workman had never worked continuously in any 
capacity during 1-5-1995 to 25-2-1999. To controvert his 
above evidence no documents was been made available 
from the side of the workman. Hence it is held that there is 
no merit in the claim of the workman. 

7. Accordingly the reference is answered in 
negation. 

N. K. R. MOHAPATRA, Presiding Officer 

LIST OF WITNESSES EXAMINED ON BEHALF OF THE 
2ND PARTY-UNION. 

The 2nd Pairty-Union has not examined a Single Witness. 

LIST OF EXXUMENTS EXHIBITED ON BEHALF OF THE 
2ND PARTY-WORKMAN. 

The 2nd Party-Union has not exhibited a single document. 

LIST OF WITNESSES EXAMINED ON BEHALF OF THE 
1st PARTY-MANAGEMENT No. 1 

M.W.-l Shri Sidhartha Sankar Ray. 

LIST OF D()CUMENTS EXHIBITED ON BEHALF OFTHE 
1 st PARTY-MANAGEMENT No. 1 

The Management No. 1 has not exhibited a single 
documents. 

19 2008 

3TT. 3316.- 3foftfire> 1947 
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cTcIT 'jfcTI'ff, ■srfu+'Kl 

New Delhi, the 19th November, 2008 

S.O. 3316.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 
71/1999) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/ 
Labour Court No. 2, New Delhi now as shown in the 
annexure in Industrial Dispute between the employers in 
relation to the management of M/s. Alitalia Airlines and 
their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 19-11 -2008. 

[No. L-11012/84/98-IR(C-1)] 
SNEH LATA JAWAS, Desk Officer 


ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM -LABOUR COURT-U, RAJENDRA 
BHAWAN, GROUND FLOOR, RAJENDRA PLACE, 
NEW DELHI 

15th October, 2008 

I. D. No. 71/1999 

Ref No. L-11012/84/98-IR-C-l dt 9-3-1999 
In the matter of dispute between : 

Sh. Shivaji Guha ... Workman 

Versus 

M/s. Alitalia Airlines ... Management 

CORRIGENDUM 

1. That on page-1, in the title of the parties and terms 
of reference the name of the respondent Company 
ATLANTIA, be read as ALITALIA. 

2. That in page-1 in the Last para end of the second 
line after the words “That the” and before the Word 
Services, the words Termination of, is to be inserted. 

3. That in the middle of second para at page-9,- “it is 
denied that the claimant is Not entitled to reinstatement in 
Job with full back wages or any other benefits or other 
Compensation or damages. The word Not is to be omitted. 

4. In the 111-para from bottom of page-10 the Word 
‘Proceedins’ be read as PROCEEDINGS. 

5. Wherever the date of Settlement on page 11 & 12 
mentioned as 13-5-1993 be read as 31 -5-1993. 

C. K. SIN HA, Secy, to the Court 

4 20 W*R, 2008 

W. 3TT. 3317.-440l+ frW 1947 

(1947+T 14) 4 WX 17 4 3 44*T7TC+TC 44 

41 34 fk 4 4 w afa 

3^4 +4+r1* 4 #3, sp^ri 3 4 eti0 i + ~ 4 
44*i *u+k 4414+ arfa+m 4.-2 4 w (wl 
WIT 52/2005) 41 y+lO'ld ^ft f, 4 44fa 4t 
20-11-2008 4 TITRT fan «IT I 

[4 12012/247/2004-3Tl|. 3TR. (4-1)] 

3T3PI 3Tfa+lfr 

New Delhi, the 20th November, 2008 

S.O. 3317.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 52/ 
2005) ofthe Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. 2, Mumbai as shown in the Annexure, 
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in the Industrial Dispute between the management of 
Boiribay Mercantile Co-operative Bank Ltd., and their 
workmen, (received by the Central Government on 
20-4-2008. 

[No. L-12012/247/2004-IR(B -1)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. 2, MUMBAI 

Present : A. A. Lad, Presiding Officer 

Reference No. CGIT-2/52 of2005 

Employers in Relation to the Management of 
I Bombay Mercantile Co-Operative Bank Ltd. 

The Manag^ig Director, 

Bomjbay Mercantile Co-op, Bank Ltd., 

89, Mohanuped Ali Road, 3rd floor 
Munibai-40d003. 

And 

Their Workmen 

Shri £.U. M^er, 

A/30j2, Asm|ta Shi van Co-operative Housing Society 
Ltd.,' 

NaysjNagarj Mira Road, Distt. Thane, 

Pin-4bl 107. 1 

APPEARANCES 

For the Employer : Mr. B.D. Birajdar, 

Advocate. 

For tie Worsen : In person. 

Mumbai, dated 7th October, 2008 

AWARD 

1. Th^ Government of India, Ministry of Labour, by 
its Order Ifo. L-I20.I2/247/2004 [IR (B-I)] dated 
07/1 lj-02-20^5 in exercise of the powers conferred by clause 
(d) off sub-seition (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the I industrial Dispute Act, 1947 have referred the following 
dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication : 

Whe^er the action of the Management of Bombay 
Mercantile Co-op. Bank Ltd., Mumbai in 
discontinuing the services of Shri S.U. Meer, Typist- 
cum-Cjerk w.e.f. 28-01 -2003 by accepting the alleged 
conditional resignation dated 28-01-2003 vide order 
'dated 6-7-2004 is legal, proper and justified? If not to 
what relief, the concerned workman is entitled to?” 

2. In support of the subject matter referred in the 
reference, secjondparty filed claim statement at Ex- i 0 which 
was replied by first party by submitting written statement 
at Ex-12. Thejn rejoinder was filed by second party at Ex-13 
and njatter w^s posted for framing of issues. 


[Part 11—Sec. 3(h)] 


3. Meanwhile by application Ex-15, first party Bank 
drew attention of this Tribunal towards thejourisdiction of 
this Court by referring decision of Apex Court given in 
Bharat Co-op. Bank (Mumbai) Ltd. V/s. Co-operative Bank 
Employees Union published in 2007 II CLR SC page 160 
where Apex Court observed that, State Government is 
appropriate Government and not Central Government in 
cases of Co-operative Bajiks. It was replied by the second 
party by filing reply at Ex-16. 

4. By this application, first party request to consider 
the decision of Apex Court given in Bharat Co-Bank 
(Mumbai) Ltd. V/s. Bank Employees Union stating that, in 
the said Judgement, Apex Court observed, State 
Government is apropriate Government and not Central 
Government. When Cen tral Government is no appropriate 
Government, it has no p ower to refer the subject matter of 
the reference to this Tribunal and this Tribunal cannot 
decide the dispute as it cases its jurisdiction by virtue of 
judgement published in 2007 11 CLR 160. The reply given 
by second party' Ex-16' is not drawing any meaning and 
pointing any case to support his stand. Just it is a printed 
writing without any me aningand without saying any thing 
about the decision of Apex Court and how said decision is 
not applicable to his cruse. 

5. Admittedly, first party is a Co-operative Bank 
registered under Co-operative Societies Act. Since it is a 
Co-operative Bank and registered under Co-operative 
Society and though it has number of branches like Bharat 
Co-op. Bank, involve d in the judgement (supra) in that 
case also State Government is declared as the appropriate 
Government and not Central Government. When Central 
Government is not appropriate Government and State 
Government is, definitely Central Government cannot make 
reference of subject matter involved to this Tribunal as 
this Tribunal ceases its jurisdiction by virtue of the decision 
of Apex Court given in Bharat Co-opeative Bank (Supra). 
When Central Government has no jurisdiction, 1 am of the 
opinion that, this Court c annot entertain the subject matter 
of the reference as well as adjudicate it and given verdict 
on it. As this Court ceaises jurisdiction over the subject 
matter by virtue of judgement given by Apex Court 
published in 2007 II CLR 160 while deciding case of Bharat 
Co-operative Bank V/s. Co-operative Bank Employees 
Union, I conclude that, this Tribunal has to dispose of the 
reference in that light. Hence the order: 

ORDER 

(i) Reference is disposed of for want ofjurisdiction of 
the Tribunal. 

(ii) Parties to take note of it and aggrieved party may 
approach proper forum for its redressal. 

(iii) No order as to costs. 

Date: 07-10-2008 


A. A. LAD, Presiding Officer 




[W\ II—3(ii)] 
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M t^e#, 20 2008 


^T. 3TT. 3318.-37^1+ 3lfafWT, 1947 

(1947 +T 14), RKT 17 ^ 3 77W7 ^ 

■^efT 37f t P' eft «H^«5 fW*l+Y 3fk 'S'f^ 4>4 «k7 

^ sjfa, ST^SRT Tf 3?hulPl+ 3 TR^R 

3feRTT| chlcl+ldl ^ W (^ WIT 39/2004) 
^ y^hlf^rcT RRcft t, # ^^7 FTRFN 20-11-2008 
^rr^r ^3 tt i 

' [U 1^-12011/55/2003-3171. 3[R (^ft-1)] 
3F3R =^MR, ^74) 3Tfti=hl<t 

New Delhi, the 20th November, 2008 

S.O. 3318. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 
39/2004) of Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Kolkata as shown in the Annexure, in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of State Bank 
of India, and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 20-11 -2008. 


[No. L-I201 l/55/2003-IR(B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL AT KOLKATA 


R eference No. 39 of 2004 

Parties : Employers in relation to the management of 
State Bank of India, Local Head Office 

And 

Their workmen. 

Present : Mr. Justice C.P. Mishra, Presiding Officer 

APPEARANCE 


On behalf of the 
Management 

On behalf of the 
Workmen 


Mr. K. Ghosh, Chief Manager, 

Mr. S. Khan, Deputy General 
Secretary of the Union. 


Industry 


Banking 


Dated: 1 Ith November, 2008 


AWARD 


By Order No. L-12011/55/2003-IR (B-I) dated 
14-09-2004 the Government of India, Ministry of Labour 
in exercise of its powers under Section 10(1 )(d) and (2 A) 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 referred the following 
dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication : 

“Whether the action of the Management of State 
Bank of India, Local Head Office, Calcutta by not 
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considering the Sweeper-cum-Farash eligible for 

Overtime wages in terms of Clause 10.13 is justified? 

If not, what relief the workmen are entitled to?” 

2. This reference has been made at the instance 
of State Bank of India Staff Association, hereinafter to 
be referred as the Union. The case of the Union in short 
is that S/Shri Gautam Lai Ram, Sumanta Mali, Sree Ram 
Gharami, Sunil Kumar Balmiki, Rajendra Lai Heia and 
Panchu Ram were appointed/engaged as Sweeper-cum- 
Farash and their duty hours till 30-11-1998 were as 
follows: 

Monday to Friday : 7A.M. to 10.30 A.M. & 

• 3 P.M. to 7.30 P.M. 8 

hours per day. 

Saturday : 7 A.M. to 10,30 A M. & 

1. P.M. to 5 P.M. 7-1/2 
hours per day. 

From 01-12-1998 to 25-09-1999 their duty hours were as 
follows: 

Monday to Friday : 7A.M. to 3 P.M. for 

8 hours.. 

Saturday : 7 A.M, to 12 noon for 

5 hours. 

Ultimately, when the matter was represented to the 
management, duty hours were regularized as per 
provisions of Bipartite Settlement of 1967 and their duty 
hours have been fixed as follows: 

Monday to Friday : 7A.M. to 2.30 P.M. for 7 1/2 
hours, (inclusive of 1/2 hour recess). 

Saturday : 7A.M. to 11.30 A.M. for A'A hours. 

According to the Union the working hours of 
members of Award Staff have been fixed on the basis of 
the Award and Bipartite Settlement dated 31-03-1967 which 
provides working hours for all subordinate staff except 
watch and ward staff and drivers as 7 hours exclusive of 
Vi hour recess on weekdays afid 4 Vi hours for Saturdays. 
It is pointed out that in terms of Clause 10.13 of the Bipartite 
Settlement dated 31-03-1967 the workmen engaged in 
domestic service at the office and residence of the officers 
of the Bank and not exclusively at the residence of the 
officers will be governed by the provisions regarding 
working hours and overtime. It is further pointed out that 
as per para 10.46 clause (5) of the Desai Award “Part-time 
employees as well as member of watch and ward staff, 
Bank employees engaged in domestic service, gardeners, 
godown-keepers engaged solely for that work other than 
those required to remain in attendence of the Bank during 
office hours are excluded from the scope of hours of work 
and overtime.” Therefore, the Sweeper-cum-Farashes who 
were in the attendance of the Bank during office hours 
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were overhtilised by the Bank for Vi hours on weekdays 
and for 3 j hours on Saturdays from the date of their 
respective appoinment/engagement till 30-11-1998. 
Between j-12-1998 and 25-09-1999 these were also 
overutiliseid for Vi hour per day on all working days. As 
sue i these workmen are justifiably and rightfully eligible 
for overtime wages. It is claimed that in the present case 
the Sweep ir-cum-Farashes at Kolkata Local Head Office 
weie made to work by the Bank on all Saturdays for 7 Vi 
hours violating the provisions of W.B. Shops and 
Establishment Act, 1983 which defines a ‘half day' as a 
period of 5 hours and these workmen are rightfully eligible 
for|3 hour; overtime wages for their overutilisation on 
Saturdays 11130-11-1998. These workmen are also claimed 
to bje eligib le for Vi hour’s overtime wage per working day 
frorfi 1-12-1998 to 25-09-1999. In this connection it is pointed 
out fcm beha If of the workmen that in 1986 the management 
of Kolkata Local Head office of the Bank had paid such 
overtime wages to the Sweepers/Sweeper-cum-Farashes 
at the said office absorbed permanently in the Bank’s 
service from the position of contractor labourers working 
und^r M/s. Clearers India in the month of August, 1983 
whd were utilized for additional half hour over and above 
the jstipulaled duty hours. Union relied upon two debit 
vouchers to support the same. It is accordingly prayed 
that [the claim of the workmen be granted the reference be 
answered in favour of the workmen. 

2 . The management of State Bank of India, 
hereinafter to be referred as the Bank has filed a written 
statement denying the claims made on behalf of the 
workmen and it has also challenged the reference itself 
as npt maintainable. The case of the Bank is that the 
dutyj hours of award staff have been fixed on the basis 
of afvards ind also bipartite settlement dated 31-03- 
196"[. The ;aid settlement does not lay down the duty 
houijs of Sweepers and in fact in terms of clause 10.12 
of tiie sarre they are excluded from the scope of 
provisions regarding working hours and overtime as 
contained i i the settlement. As regards Sweeper-cum- 
Frash it is a combined designation given to a Sweeper 
so a$ to utjlize his services in the best possible way 
and [his ddes not lead to any change in the service 
concfitionsj As regards Clause 10.13 of bipartite 
settlement cjf 1967, paragraph 10.46 clause (5) of Desai 
Avvaj-d it is] stated that the same are not relevant and 
applicable t^> the present case. Further, paragraph 304(9) 
of Sdstry Ajward as retained by Desai Award provides 
that direction regarding working hours shall be subject 
to the provisions of the Local Shops and Establishment 
Act which provides that no person shall be required to 
work!for mojre than 8 Vi hours on any day or 48 hours in 
a we^k. In the present case the duty hours of Sweepers/ 
Sweqper-cu(n-Farash were 45 hours per week prior to 
September, j999 and therefore the above provision was 
not at all violated. According to the Bank the revised 


duty hours w.e.f. 27-09-1999 is in the nature of mutually 
agreed concession and not a correction and the 
concerned category of workmen and the union have 
accepted this position for a long time acquiescing thier 
right to claim contrary to it. It is alleged that the is present 
claim for overtime is an afterthought and has no merit. 
It is stated that in terms of Desai Award and bipartite 
settlement combined designations can be given to the 
subordinate staff and such commbined designation 
cannot be treated as‘ an additional designation and by 
giving such combined designation to a Sweeper, the 
basic designation of Sweeper and the nature of work is 
not changed. It is further stated that the concerned 
workmen had not worked excess to the stipulated 
working hours prior to 27-09-1999 and as such the 
question of payment or overtime to them does not arise 
at all. It is pointed out that a similar demand was raised 
by the representative of the union for payment of 
overtime wages to 20 Sweepers working at Overseas 
branch Kolkata before the Central Government Labour 
Court, Kolkata wherein it was held that the applicants 
shall not be entitled to any relief. It is thus stated that 
the claim for payment of overtime wages to'the 
concerned workmen is frivolous, after thought and not 
maintainable and the same is liable to be dismissed w ith 
cost. 

3. A rejoinder is also filed on behalf of the workmen 
denying the contentions of the management as made in 
its written statement and also reiterating their claims and 
contentions as already made in the statement of claims. 

4. Both the parties have examined one w itness each. 
WW-1, Bishnu Pramanick is the witness on behalf of the 
workmen. He has stated in his evidence that he joined the 
Bank in the yearl983. At that time their duty hours were 
for 8 hours and in such fashion they worked for two 
months, i.e., September and October, 1983, but from 1st 
November, 1983 it was change to IVi hours. They got 
overtime payment for working half an hour extra during 
the period. In cross-examination the witness has stated 
that they told the union that they are duty hours should 
be less. At that time the strength of Sweepers were 22 and 
all those 22 workmen had been working for 8 hours a day 
Regarding overtime it is stated by him that he received the 
same through vouchers. He, however, could not remember 
the total amount of overtime received by him, nor he could 
remember whether all the 22 workmen were paid overtime 
or not. 

5. MW-1, Subrata Mai lick is the sole witness for the 
Bank. He has stated in his evidence that he knew the 
concerned employees in this reference. There is no fixed 
working hours for the Sweeper-cum-Farash, nor there is 
any difference of work between the Sweeper and Sweeper- 
cum-Farash. Maximum working hours of Sweepers per 
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week is 48 hours and 8!4 hours per day under the Shops & 
Establishments; Act and the concerned workmen never 
wo rked for more than 48 hours in a week. They are required 
to work 45 hours per week. He has also stated that the 
union approached the Bank management for reduction 
of working hours by application dated 23rd August, 
1999 and the management considered the same and 
reduced the working hours by half an hour by letter 
dated 22nd September, 1999. There is no question of 
payment of overtime till 22nd September, 1999. He has 
further stated that there was a similar case in which the 
claim for overtime was rejected by the Central 
Government Industrial Tribunal. According to him 
bipartite agreement fixing hours of work and hours of 
overtime is not applicable tp the Sweeper and Sweeper- 
cum-Farash. In cross-examination the witness has stated 
that there is no question of regularization of working, 
hours of the Sweepers or Sweeper-cum-Farashes, but 
their working hours were revised as per request of the 
Association on the basis of mutual agreement at local 
level. He, however, could not file such local agreement 
although opportunity was given to him for the same. 
He has denied that the Sweeper or Sweeper-cum- 
Farashes were over utilizes beyond their stipulated 
working hours. He has also denied that the Sweeper- 
curtj-Farashes had fixed duty hours or that they are 
entitled to overtime wages. 

6 . Some documents have been exhibited on behalf 
of both the parties. Out of the documents exhibted on 
behalf of the workmen Ext. W-l is a memorandum of the 
Bank issued to Shri Gautam Lai Ram, Sweeper-cum Farash 
confirming him in service w.e.f. 27-01-1990. Ext. W-l/1 
another memorandum dated 9-6-1995 of the Bank issued 
to Shri Susanta Mali, Sweeper-cum-Farash regarding his 
conversion and transfer. Ext. W-2 is a letter of the Bank 
dated 25-8-1995 to Shri Sriram Gharami, Sweeper-cum- 
Farash regarding his date of increment. Ext. W-3 is also a 
letter of the Bank dated 21-6-1995 issued to Shri Sunil 
Kumar Balmiki, Sweeper-cum-Farash regarding his 
conversion and posting. Ext. W-4 is a memorandum of the 
Bank dated 3-7-1996 addressed to Shri Rajendra Ram Hela, 
Sweeper-cum -Farash regarding his posting. Ext, W-5 is 
also a similar memorandum dated 26-7-1996 issued to Shri 
Panchu Ram, Sweeper-cum-Farash. Ext. W-6 and W-6/1 
are the debit vouchers dated 8-10-1986 and 7/8-10-1986 
for payment to different persons. Ext. W-7 is a letter dated 
4-4-1997 of the General Manager (D&PB) of the Bank 
addressed to the Deputy General Manager, Zonal Office, 
Kolkata and Deputy General Manager (Commercial 
Network) of the Bank regarding revised norms for sanction 
of general attendant (Sweeper-cum-Farash). Ext. W-8 is 
Page No. 309 of Desai Award. 

On the other hand the documents exhibited on 
behalf of the management are Ext. M-1 is the order of the 
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Bank dated 22-9-1999 regarding duty hours of Sweepers/ 
Sweeper-cum-Farash, Ext. M-2 is the letter of the 
Secretary of the union dated 23-08-1990 addressed to 
the Bank regarding duty hours for Sweepers/Sweepers- 
cum-Farash and Ext. M-3 is order dated 11-1-1999 of the 
Central Government Labour Court, Kolkata in LC No. 3 
of 1996. 

7. On the perusal of the aforesaid facts it is evident 
that the claim of the workmen concerned relate to their 
eligibility for overtime wages in terms of Clause 10.13 of 
bipartite settlement of 1967 as their duty hours has been 
more than the duty hours which they were supposed to 
do as Sweeper-cum-Farash in the office of the Bank. 
According to them duty hours have been fixed on the 
basis of the Award and bipartite settlement dated 31 st 
March, 1967 which provides working hours for the 
subordinate staff. The concerned workman who were 
appointed as Sweeper-cum-Farash as per facts mentioned 
in their settlement of claims to show that they were engaged 
for their duty hours 8 hours per day till 30th November, 
1998 as per details given therein. From 1 st December, 1998 
to 25th September, 1999 simlarly their duty hours was for 
8 hours from Monday to Friday and for 5 hours on 
Saturday in this regard. It is, therefore, submitted on their 
behalf that the concerned workman as Sweeper-cum- 
Farash were in the attendance of the Bank during office 
hours were over utilised by the Bank for 14 hour on week 
days and 3 hours on Saturdays from the date of their 
respective appointment/engagement till 30-1 1-1998. As 
such all these workmen are said to have been over utilised 
by the Bank for the said period and therefore, they are 
legally and justifiably eligible for overtime wages in this 
regard. It is also submitted that the management of Kolkata 
Local Head Office of the Bank had paid overtime wages to 
them in the month of August, 1983 when they were 
overutilised for additional 14 hour over and above the 
stipulated duty hours in this connection. They have based 
their claim on the basis of the debit vouchers filed by 
them. 

8 . Management, however, has denied and 
challenged the aforesaid claim and contention of the 
workman by submitting that the duty hours of the staff 
have been fixed on the basis of the awards and also 
bipartite settlement dated 31st March, 1967 which does 
not lay down the duty hours applicable to Sweepers in 
terms of Clause 10.12 of the same as they are excluded 
from the scope of provisions regarding the working hours 
ans overtime as contained in the settlement. So far as 
Clause 10.13 of the bipartite settlement of 1967 and 
paragraph 10.46, Clause 5 of Desai Award is concerned, it 
is neither relevant nor applicable to the case of the workmen 
concerned. It also referred to paragraph 304.9 of Sastri 
Award regarding working hours which is to be in 
conformity with the provisions of the local Shops & 
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Establishments Act only providing that no person shall 
be rejquired ^o work for more than 8!4 hours a day or 48 
hours in a wqek which in the case ofthe concerned workmen 
has hot beefr violated at all. So far as the revised duty 
hours with Effect from 27th September, 1999 referred to 
above on behalf of the workmen is in the nature of mutually 
agreed concession and no legal effect can be given to it to 
consjder thd claim of the workmen in this regard. 

! i 

9. In View of these facts and claim and contenction 
of either sicje it is evident that both the sides have relied 
uporj the provisions of the bipartite settlement dated 
31 st [March j 1967 so far as the duty hours are concerned. 
The [only point of difference is that according to the 
man^gemeA the Sweeper-cum-Farashes have no fixed 
dutyf hours hs per paragraph 10.46 of Clause 5 ofDesai 
Aw^rd. Clpuse 10.13 is not relevant as it is only 
applicable to the workmen engaged in domestic service 
both! at the office and at residents of the officers. It has 
also Iquotedlthe earlier dispute on similar demands raised 
for jjaymem of overtime wages to 20 Sweepers working 
at Overseas} Branch, Kolkata vide Ext. M-3 whereby the 
workmen concerned were held to be not entitled to any 
reliejf for payment of any such overtime by the Central 
Govfernmedt Labour at Kolkat under Section 33C(2) of 
the Act. j 

: 10. Tjie documents filed and the evidence led on 
either side, however, come to show that the workmen 
concerned Admittedly had worked as full time Sweeper- 
cum[-FarasB in the office of the Bank and were not 
wording at |he residence of the officers. They have also 
fixetj working hours in the Bank and fixing of duty hours 
of pirt- timie Sweeper-cum-Farash etc. is calculated on 
the ijasis otjfixed working hours. The Xerox copy ofthe 
lettejr of thej Bank dated 4th April, 1997, Ext. W-7 itself 
goe^ to sh<jw that the Bank had issued guidelines for 
reviied no^ms of general attendant to Sweeper-cum- 
Faraish aisd regarding the required working hours for 
necessary!payments to be made to them in this 
connection! It is also evident that Clause 10.13 of first 
bipartite settlement itself goes to show that the 
Sweiepers \yho are not engaged by the Bank exclusively 
at the residence of the officers are governed by the 
provisions (regarding working hours and overtime as 
per Clause 1 10.2(c) of the said settlement. In fact, the 
domestic servants who are required to work unlike the 
con ferried Workmen who are working in the office may 
be rfcquire(J to work in the residence of higher officials 
of the Bank generally having got the flexible working 
houfs to suit the convenience ofthe higher officials of 
the pank , (but the Sweepers who are not engaged as 
suctf by thk Bank exclusively at the residence of the 
officials afid who are in the attendance of the Bank 
during office hours are in fact governed by the 
provisions bf Clause 10.13 and as such within the scope 


of fixed working hours and overtime wages. The 
provisions in paragraph 10.46, Clause 5 ofDesai Award 
refers to the part-time employees of the Bank engaged 
in domestic service, other than those who are required 
to remain in attendance of the Bank during office hours, 
who are, therefore, excluded from the scope of hours of 
work and overtime. The claim ofthe workmen as such is 
not at par with them as they were not engaged by the 
Bank exclusively at the residence of the officers, but 
they were very much in the attendance of the Bank 
during the period of their working at the office itself in 
this regard when their services were overutilised, over 
and above the stipulated duty hours. This also gets 
support from the fact that such Sweeper-cum-Farash 
who were also utilised for additional !4 hour and above 
the stipulated duty hours from September, 1983 to 
October, 1983 had been paid overtime by the Bank itself. 
This gets further support from the fact that on 
representation made on behalf of the workmen 
concerned, the duty hours of all the Sweeper-cum- 
Farash were regularized after 27th September, 1999 as 
per provisions laid down about the fixed duty hours in 
Clause 10.2 of the bipartite settlement dated 31 st March, 

1967 referred to above. It cannot be said to be a mutually 
agreed concession, but it had been arrived at by the 
Bank to comply with the relevant provisions of bipartite 
settlement dated 31st March, 1967. Therefore, any work 
which the Bank had availed in excess of the fixed duty 
hours for the period so claimed by the workman as per 
Annexure-D. This itself goes to show the justification 
of the claim of the workmen for overtime wages which 
they are legally entitled to get from the managements in 
this regard. There is no challenge to the factual aspects 
ofthe said duty hours of work as shown in Annexure-D 
except the legality of the claim so admissible to them. 
Therefore the claim for overtime wages in terms of 
Clause 10.13 of the bipartite settlement dated 31st 
March, 1967, as prayed by them for the aforesaid period 
for which they were overutilised by the Bank over and 
above their stipulated duty hours deserves to be 
allowed. 

11. The action of the management of State Bank of 
India, Local Head Office, Kolkata by not considering the 
Sweeper-cum-Farash eligible for overtime wages in terms 
of Clause 10.13 is accordingly held to be illegal and 
unjustified. The concerned workmen are entitled to the 
overtime wages as mentioned in Annexure-D to the 
statement of claims of the workmen and they are as such 
be paid the amount so admissible to them under rules for 
payment of such overtime. 

This is my Award. 

Kolkata, 

The 11th November, 2008. 

C.P. MISHRA, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 20th November, 2008 

S.O. 3319.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No.66/ 
2005) of Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Nagpur as shown in the Annexure, in 
the Industrial Dispute between the Management of Life 
Insurance Corporation of India, and their workmen, 
received by the Central Government on 20-11-2008. 

[No. L-17012/17/2004-1 R-(B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI A. N. Y ADAV, PRESIDING OFFICER, 
CG1T-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR 

Case No. CGIT/NGP/66/05 

Date: 06-11-2008 

Petitioner/Party No. I : The General Secretary, Amravati 
Division Insurance Workers Organisation, 

C/o L.I.C. of India, Divisional Office, Amravati 

on behalf of Shri Sudhir Digamber Mendhe 

versus 

Respondent/Party No. 2 : The Senior Divisional 
Manager, 

Life Insurance Corporation of India, Divisional Office, 
Amravati 

AWARD 

(Dated : 6th November, 2008) 

I. The Central Government after satisfying the 
existence of dispute between The General Secretary, 
Amravati Division Insurance Workers Organisation, C/o 
L.I.C. of India Divisional Office, Amravati on behalf of 
Shri Sudhir Digamber Mendhe (Party No. 1) and the Senior 
Divisional Manager, Life Insurance Corporation of India, 


Divisional Office Amravati. (Party No. 2) referred the same 
for adjudication to this Tribunal vide its letter No. L-l 7012/ 
17/2004-1R (B-I) dated 08-08-2005 under clause (d) of sub¬ 
section (1) and sub-section (2 A) of Section 10 of Industrial 
Dispute Act,1947 (14 of 1947) with the following schedule. 

2. “Whether the action of the management of Life 
Insurance Corporation of India in relation to Amravati 
Division under Western Zone through the Zonal Manager, 
Western Zone, Mumbai and Divisional Manager Amravati 
is justified in denying promotion to the workman Shri Sudhir 
Digamber Mondhe, Stenographer to the post of H.G.A. 
(Steno) especially when majority of the Divisional Manager 
in LIC of India in different divisions Western Zone have 
been provided H.G.A. (Steno) as personal Assistant? If 
not, to relief the said workman is entitled to ?” 

3. The reference came up for hearing on 05-11-2008 
on which the petitioner and his Counsel were absent. The 
counsel for Respondent was present. The petitioner and 
his counsel are not attending the case since more than one 
year, the Petitioner has also not even filed affidavit. I do 
not think it proper to continue it on the same stage years 
together. It seems that the Petitioner is not interested in 
prosecuting the case. In the circumstances, no purpose 
will be served in continuing the case, hence it dismissed 
for the default of the Petitioner and pass the negative award 
that he is not entitled for any relief. 

Date:06-11-2008 

A. N. YADAV, Presiding Officer 
^ 20 2008 
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New Delhi, the 20th November, 2008 

S.O. 3320.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No.66/ 
2006) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal- 
cum-Labour Court, Emakulam as shown in the Annexure, 
in the Industrial Dispute between the Management of. 
Federal Bank Ltd., and their workmen, received by the 
Central Government on 20-11-2008. 

[No. L-12012/156/1997-1R-(B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

INflKECENTOALGOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRteUNAU-CXJM-LABOUR COURT, ERNAKULAM 

Prestnt: ShrjiP.L.Norbert, B.A., L.L.B, Presiding Officer 

(Friday the 5t|i day of September2008/14th Bhadrapada 1930) 

I.D. 66/2006 

f (I.D.33/1998 of Labour Court, Emakulam) 

, \ 

' t 

Unioji ; : The General Secretary, 

Federal Bank Staff Union, 

; Champion Buildings, 

Bank Junction, Alwaye- 
683101. 

By Adv. Sri. Ashok B. 
Shenoy. 

Man^gemenit : The Chairman, Federal 

, Bank Limited, Head Office, 

: Alwaye. 

i 

By Adv. M/s. B.S. Krishna 
Associates. 

This cise coming up for hearing on 26-08-2008, this 
Tribijnal-cujn-Labour Court on 05-09-2008 passed the 
following. 

AWARD 

This i^ a reference made under Section 10( 1 )(d) of 
Industrial Djsputes Act. The reference is : 

I “Whether the action of the management of M/s. 

\ FederG Bank Ltd. in inflicting the punishment of 
1 withholding one annual increment with cumulative 
\ effect i n respect of the worman Sri. K.J. Thomas, Clerk 
for certain allegations is justified?” 

. 2. Thejfacts of the case in brie fare as follows:- Sri.K.J. 
Thonpas wasja Typist/Clerk of Federal Bank. While he was 
working in Qirinagar branch, Emakulam he was served 
with £wo charge sheets dated 10-02-1994 and 07-04-1994 
respectively! As per first charge sheet the alllegation is 
that he had failed to present for clearing a demand draft 
for Rjs. 1,00,000 entrusted to him by the Branch Manager 
on 24-01 -19p4. When the customer approched the bank to 
withdraw softie amount from her account and presented a 
cheque on 2j7-01 -94 the draft was not seen or presented 
for dlearind. The workman had failed to keep proper 
custody of tpe draft and failed to obey the instuctions of 
the nhanageij. As per the 2nd charge the allegation is that 
he refused io accept a cheque given for collection by 
customer Ki.J.Mathai on 22-02-1994 and directed the 
customer to the Branch Manager. On the same day another 
customer h^d deposited a cheque for Rs.5,000 and was 


accepted by the workman. But the Cheque was missing. A 
joint enquiry into the charges was conducted. The 
workman was found guilty of the charges except the 
transaction relating to cheque of Sri.K.J.Mathai. The 
disciplinary authority imposed the punishment of stoppage 
of one increment with cumulative effect. The workman 
filed an appeal, but did not succeed. 

3. According to the union the charges were vague. 
There were no materials sufficient to enter a finding against 
the workman. The findings are perverse and entered on 
mere conjectures and surmises. The punishment imposed 
is bad, illegal and excessive. 

4. According to the management the enquiry was 
conducted complying with the principles of natural justice. 
The workman was represented by an Advocate. The 
workman fully participated in the enquiry. All mangement 
witnesses were cross examined. Sufficient opportunity was 
gvien to the workman to adduce evidence on defence side. 
The Enquiry' Officer recorded the findings against the 
workman based on evidence. After hearing the workman 
the disciplinary authority imposed the punishment. 
However the workman filed an appeal which was rejected. 
There is no reason to reduce the punishment or interfere 
with the findings. 

5. In the light of the above contentions the following 
points arise for consideration. 

1. Are the fidings sustainable? 

2. Is the punishment proportionate? 

The evidence consists of Ext.MI enquiry file alone. 

6. Point No.l:- Exts.ME-2 and ME-15 are charge 
sheets. As per Ext.ME-2 charge sheet dated 10-2-1994 the 
charge is that one Smt. Daisy Paulose W/o. an N.R.I 
Customer had been to bank on 24-01-94 in the evening 
and handed over a demand draft for Rs. 1,00,000 to the 
Branch Manager, Girinagar for collection and credit to her 
S.B. account. Since the account holder was an important 
customer of the bank the Manager himself had prepared 
pay-in-slip and personally entrusted the draft to the 
workman who was in charge of clearing section for 
collection. The workmen was specifically instructed to 
present the draft for clearing on the next day itself. The 
customer visited the bank again on 27-01-94 for 
withdrawing an amount of Rs. 35,570 and presented a 
cheque. It was then noticed that there was shortage in 
balance in the account of the customer. On enquiry' the 
Manager came to understand that the draft was not 
presented for clearing either on 25-01-1994 or even on 
27-01-1994. It was not entered in the clearing register. The 
Manager had to satisfy the customer by passing a 
temporary' over draft. Meanwhile the staff of the bank 
searched for the draft and traced out the draft from the 
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filing tray of the Deputy Manager. Immediately the draft 
was discounted and credited in the account of the 
customer. The draft was deliberately removed by the 
w orkman to create misunderstanding between the coustmer 
and the Manager. The conduct of the workman is willful 
insubordination, disobedience of reasonable order of the 
superior and is an act prejudicial to the interest of the 
bank. 

7. As per charge sheet Ext.ME-15 dated 07-04-94 
there are two charges. The first charge is that one Sri. K.. J. 
Mathai had presented a cheque to the workman on 22-02- 
94. But the workman did not accept the cheque and 
directed him to the Manager. The Manager through section 
officer instructed the workman to receive the cheque. 
Thereafter the workman accepted the cheque. His conduct 
is prejudicial to the interest of the bank and amounts to 
disobedience to the lawful ordes of superiors. The 2nd 
charge is that on the same day M/s. Regional Sports Centre 
had presented a chaque for Rs.5,000/- for collection to the 
workman, which was accepted by the workman, entered it 
in the clearing register and sent it to the conncemed officer 
for his acknowledgment. That officer in the afternoon 
handed over all the outstation cheques for collection to 
the workman for preparing the collection memo. However 
the workman reported in the evening that the cheque of 
Sports Centre was missing. On verification it was found 
that the entry in the clearing register regarding the cheque 
of Sports Centre was scored out in such a manner that the 
details could not be read. This was done by the workman 
himself. The act of the workman is prejudicial to the interest 
of the bank and amounts to disobedience of the lawful 
orders of superiors. 

8 . To the; memos of charges the workman submitted 
replies Ext.ME-3 and ME-I7. He denies entrustment of a 
demand draft e ither on 24-01 -94. or 25-01 -94 by the Branch 
Manager and having given any instruction to him to send 
it for collection. He denies that he had removed the draft. 
In Ext. ME-17 he contends that he is being harassed by the 
management by issuing the charge sheet. He denies having 
received a cheque from M/s. Reginonal Sports Centre or 
having entered it in the clearing register. 

9. Ext.ME-5 is copy of office order book. It shows 
that the workman was allotted duty in the clearing section 
from 03-01-94 onwards. Ext.ME-6 is copy of attendance 
register. It shows that on 24-01-1994 and 25-01-1994 he 
was present but on 27-01-94 he was absent. Ext.ME-7 is 
the counter foil of pay-in-slip dated 24-01-94 for 
Rs. 1,00,000/- MW1 was the then Branch manager. He stated 
before the Enquiry Officer that the customer Smt. Daisy 
Paulose had approached him in his cabin on 24-01 -94 and 
presented a demand draft for Rs. 1,00,000/- She had some 
urgency to get the draft credited to her account. Since the 
customer was the wife of a N.R.I. account holder the 


Manager himself prepared the pay-in-slip and he personally 
put the D.D. with pay-in-slip in the drawer of the woker 
and instructed him to present it for clearing on the next 
day itself. The counter foil of the pay in slip was handed 
over to the customer. On 27-01-94 the customer came to 
bank to withdraw Rs. 35,570/- by presenting a cheque. She 
wanted to withdraw the money for the purpose of taking a 
draft for sending it to her daughter who was a student in 
Mangalore. However when the cheque was presented for 
encashment it was fohnd that there was no clearing credit 
in the account of the customer. The concerned Clerk 
reported the matter to the Manger who verified the account 
and confirmed the insufficient balance. He enquired about 
the D.D. entrusted for collection on 24-01-94. But it was 
found that draft was not presented for collection nor 
recorded in the clearing register. The workman was on 
leave on 27-01-1994. Since the account holder was a 
substantial customer and was urgently in need of money 
for sending a draft to her daughter (a student in 
Mangalore) the Manager was obliged to the customer and 
hence allowed a temporary over draft. The staff of the 
bank serached for the D.D. and at last it was traced out 
from the filing tray of Deputy Manager. The seat of the 
Deputy Manager was behind the seat of workman . The 
Deputy Manager MW2 says that she had noticed 
entrustment of D.D, by the Manager to the workman on 
24-01-1994. MW3 (Officer in charge of clearing section) 
was on leave on 24-01-1994 (as per ME-6 attendance 
register). But M W2 says that on 27-01 -94 the bank manager 
had given a cheque for Rs.35,570/-drawn by Smt. Daisy 
Paulose for the purpose of passing the cheque and giving 
a draft for the amount. MW2 gave the cheque to the 
concerned section clerk. After sometime the clerk in the 
clearing section informed that there was no sufficient 
balance in the account to honour the cheque. MW2 verified 
the account and informed the matter to the Bank Manager 
(MW1). The Manager told MW2 that there should by 
enough credit in the account as a draft for Rs. 1,00,000 was 
entrusted with the workman on 24-01 -1994 for collection. 
The Manager verified and found that the draft was not yet 
presented for clearing. Hence the Manager allowed a 
temporary O.D. After sometime the draft was traced out 
from the Deputy Manager’s filing tray. The Enquiry Officer 
found that the sequence of events speak for itself about 
the misconduct of the workman in disobeying the 
instructions of the Manager and negligence in dealing 
with customers draft. The customer had been to bank on 
27-01 -94 to withdraw some amount. Ext. ME-8 is the cheque 
drawn by Smt. Daisy Paulose for Rs. 35,570 on 27-01 -94. 
There was no sufficient balance in the account which 
compelled the Manager to sanction a temporary over draft. 
Ext. ME-7 is the counter foil of pay-in-slip dated 24-01 -94 in 
respect of D.D. for Rs.l ,00,000. It reveals that a D.D. for Rs. 
1 ,00,000 was presented to the bank for collection on 
24-01-94. The draft was later traced out from the tray of Deputy 
Manager whose table was behind the table of the workman. 
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The workman was the clerk in the clearing section on 
24-01 -04 anfl 25-01-94. These circumstances together with 
the ttstimofty of MW1 and MW2 prompted the Enquiry 
Officer to conclude that draft was entrusted with the 
workman oh 24-01-94 by the Branch Manager, that the 
wortyman wps negligent in keeping the draft safely and 
that he had disobeyed the instruction of Branch Manager 
to se[id the ^>.D. for collection. 

i 


10. However it was submitted by the learned counsel 
for the uniop that the circumstances do not conclusively 
prove the gi^lt of the workman. The best piece of evidnece 
is th4 pay-infslip of D.D. That is not produced and reported 
to bej missing. The counter foil of the pay in slip Ext.ME-7 
doesj not co itain the signature of the customer, but only 
the fyandwTiting of the Branch Manager who filled the 
slip. ; The customer is not examined. MW2 has not seen 
the efritrustment of draft with the workman. MW3 was on 
leave on 24-01-94. Therefore according to the learned 
courisel foij the union there is no evidence regarding 
entriistmenti of D.D. with the workman or removal of pay 
in sljp by thp workman. 


11. NfW 1 admits that the customer had directly 
apprioachedi him with the demand draft. Since customer 
was [he wify of an N.R.I. account holder and a substantial 
customer ai|d D.D. amount was urgently required by the 
customer thje Manager himself prepared the pay in slip 
and [personally entrusted D.D. to the workman with 
instruction ijo present it for clearance on the next day itself. 
Thefe is no procedural violation of Rules in preparing pay 
in slip by th^ Manager himself. The concerned clerk in the 
cleaning section on 24-01 -94 and 25-01 -94 was the workman 
himjelf. Had the customer not been to bank on 24-01-94 
with a D.D there was no need for preparing a pay in slip 
(misusing) or its counter foil (Ext.ME-7). If the Manager 
was [negligent in entrusting the draft to the workman on 
24-0 1-199-4 there was no need for weaving a story of 
missing of (demand draft and later tracing it out and in 
between allowing a temporary over draft to satisfy the 
client, follojwed by discounting of D.D. and crediting the 
amojunt to iustomer’s account. Instead of making a fuss 
aboi^t D.D.(transaction he would have quietly sanctioned 
a terhporafy over draft to pacify the customer. The manager 
has jno motive in trapping the workman, though it has 
come out in evidence that relaitionship between Manager 
and (the staff as a whole was not satisfactory. In the normal 
course, no pther staff may notice what was being handed 
over to the workman by the Manager. Therefore the 
absence of: any eye witness to the incident cannot be a 
reasion to djsbelieve the Manager (MW1). It was pointed 
out by the learned counsel for the workman that customer 
is a material witness and her non-examination affects the 
findings, the customer had not given a compalint. A 
customer jnay not like to be dragged to an enquiry 
especially when the interest of the customer was protected 


by the bank. Disciplinary action is an internal matter of 
the bank with which the customer is not concerned, 
especially when it was initiated at the instance of the 
Branch Manager (Ext.MEl). It is no doubt true that pay 
in slip in respect of D.D. is not produced and is missing. 
But MWs. 1 and 2 say that pay in slip is not given much 
importance by the bank as it is not treated as a voucher. 
But it is admitted by MW 1 that it was filled up by him. 
Therefore the availability of pay in slip would not have 
made any significant change in the case. On the other 
hand the circumstance and evidence point the finger of 
guilt at the workman regarding D.D. episode (charge in 
Ext. ME2 charge sheet). 

12. As per Ext.ME-15 charge sheet there are two 
charges. The Enquiry Officer found that a cheque 
presented by K. J. Mathai on 22-02-1994 was not accepted 
until he was instructed by the Manager. However since 
he complied with the instruction the Enquiry Officer 
exonerated him of that charge. 

13. The 2nd charge is that a customer of the bank, 
M/s. Regional Sports Centre had presented a cheque for 
Rs 5,000/- on 22-02-94 for collection. It was accepted by 
the workman. Subsequently the cheque was found 
missing. MW3 is the officer who had passed the cheque 
and handed over the cheque along with other outstation 
cheques for collection to the workman on 22-02-1994. He 
says that though the workman had entered the cheque 
details in the clearing register Ext.ME-19 later the entries 
were scored out initially by drawing a single line and later 
by scoring out in an illegible manner. MW1 stated that it 
was done by the workman himself. In reply (Ext.ME-17) to 
the charge sheet the workman contends that he had not 
received a cheque from M/s. Regional Sports Centre on 
22-02-94. He had entered the details of all other cheques 
received by him on that day in the clearing register except 
the disputed cheque. It is true that nobody has witnessed 
the act of scoring out the entry in the clearing register. But 
the workman being concerned clerk in the clearing section 
on 22-02-1994 and who had made entries in the clearing 
register he is bound to explain how and when it had 
happened. He cannot shirk off his responsiblity by saying 
that he has not seen the incident. According to MW 1 the 
cheque entrusted by the Regional Sports Centre was an 
outstation cheque and its details are not be entered in the 
clearing register. According to him if an entry is made in 
the clearing register not relating to clearing, it has to be 
scored out or else the clearing will not get tallied. MWS 
the officer who passed the cheque says that the workman 
was the clerk in the clearing section as per office order Ext. 
ME-5. According to him the workman started changing 
the practice and procedure by entering details of 
outstation cheques in clearing register since 22-02-1994. 
This was against the procedure. When M W3 asked about 
it the workman answered that he wanted record regarding 
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oulstation cheques and he would score out the entry at 
the end of the transactions. MW3 re-collects that on 
22*02-94 the first entry in Ext. ME-19 clearing register was 
regarding the cheque of Regional Sports Centre. A single 
line was drawn over the entry initially. Thereafter it whs 
scored out illegibly. He gave Ext. ME-18 report about the 
inc ident and missing of cheque to the Manager, Ext. ME- 
21 is the memorandum of instructions which says that 
when an entry in a register goes wrong it has to be scored 
out neatly. Bui; when the writing is scored out illegibly 
the intention is that nobody shall read the inscription. 
Th e workman being the custodian of the clearing register 
at the relevant time he is bound to offer satisfactory 
explanation about the cancellation of the entry. It the said 
circumstances the Enquiry Officer found the workman 
guilty of the acts prejudicial to the interest of the bank and 
disobedience of the lawful and reasonable order of his 
superior. The findings are in no way perverse. 

14. Point No.2:—The punishment imposed is 
withholding of one increment with cumulative effect. The 
le;imed counsel for the union was not able to point out 
any infraction of any provision of law in imposing the 
punishment The punishment being not one falling within 
S. 11-A of I.D. Act the power to interfere with the 
punishment is fettered. The misconduct found is a gross 
misconduct within Clause 19.5(e) and (j) of First Bipartite 
Settlement and the punishment imposed is a major 
punishment under clause 19.6 of the settlement. However 
it was contended by the learned counsel for the union 
that clause 19.6 (d) refers to only stoppage of increment 
without any qualification as to whether it is with or without 
cumulative effect, the Clause is to be understood only as 
stoppage of increment without cumulative effect. But it is 
to be noted that the misconduct under Clause 19.5(e) and 
(j) are gross misconduct. Therefore it is reasonable to 
presume that it is left to the discretion of the management 
to decide whether stoppage of increment should be with 
or without cumulative effect. Hence I find that there is no 
infringement of any provision of Bipartite Settlement. 
Therefore no interference is called for in the matter of 
punishment. 

In the result an award is passed finding that the 
action of the management in inflicting the punishment of 
withholding of one annual increment with cumulative effect 
in respect of workman Sri.KJ.Thomas is legal and justified 
and he is not entitled for any relief. 

The award will come into force one month after its 
publication in the official gazette. 

Dictated to the Personal Assistant, transcribed and 
typed by her, corrected and passed by me on this the 5th 
day of September, 2008. 

P.L. NORBERT, Presiding Officer 


Appendix 


Witness for the union 

-Nil. 

Witness for the Management 

-Nil 

Exhibit for the workman 

-Nil 

Exhibit for the Mangement 


Ml -Enquiry File. 
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New Delhi, the 20th November, 2008 

S.O. 3321.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Centra! 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No.333/ 
2006) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal- 
cum-Labour Court, Emakulam as shown in the Annexure, 
in the Industrial Dispute between the Management of 
State Bank of India, and their workmen, received by the 
Central Government on 20-11-2008. 

[No. L-12012/212/2001 -IR-(B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNALCXJM-LABCMJR COURT, ERNAKULAM 

Present: Sri. P. L. Norbert, B. A., LL.B., Presiding Officer 
(Monday the I st day of September 2008/10th 
Bhadrapadh 1930) 

I. D. 333 of 2006 

(I. D. 36/2003 of Labour Court, Ernakulam) 

Union : The State Secretary, 

State Bank's Staff Union, 

P.B. No. 6511, Zonal Office, 

LMS Compound, 

Trivandrum- 695033 

By Adv. Sri M. S. Unnikrishnan, 

Management : The Deputy General Manager, 

State Bank of India, Zonal Office, 

LMS Compound, Trivandrum-695033 

By Adv. Sri P. V. Surendranath. 
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This case coming up for final hearing on 27-8-2008, 
this Tribuaal-cum-Labour Court on 1-9-2008 passed the 
following 


AWARD 


This is a reference made under Section 10(l)(d) of 
Industrial disputes Act 1947 challenging the denial of 
promotion to the workman Shri K. Radhakrishnan who had 
entered service as Canteen Boy of bank's canteen on 
2-HI978 alt Tiruchirapally Branch of Tamilnadu. He was 
confirmed in the post of sub-staff on 2-7-1978. 
Subsequently when vacancy arose in the post of Record 
Kedpers/Godown Keepers/Bill Collectors, Call letters were 
issued to s lb-staff for test and interview for the purpose 
of nromoti )n. The worker appeared 4 times in such tests. 
But} he did not succeed. He appeared again a 5th time for 
the jtest ar d interview on 18-10-1992 and 27-4-1993 
respectively and came out successful. He was selected as 
one|among25 successful candidates. His rank was 16th in 
the jvait lisj. But according to the workman all, except him 
in pie waii list, were given promotion. The workman 
challenged the action of the management in denying 
projnotionl by raising an industrial dispute before the 
Assistant Ljabour Commissioner (Central). However the 
conciliating failed and hence the reference. 

•. 2. According to the management the workman was 
appjointedj as canteen boy on 2-1-1978 which is a 
subordinate cadre. The essential condition for appointment 
to tlie saidjpost was that the candidate should not have 
passed S.sJl.C. However the worker had passed S.S.L.C. 
in March 1^70 long before he applied for the post. He had 
suppressed jthis fact while applying for the post of canteen 
boy{ Since pe was selected for appointment the management 
did not fepl it fair to deny employment and out of 
consideration to him he was appointed as canteen boy. 
Hovyever itjwas specified in the appointment order that he 
woi(Jd not tie considered for promotion in any higher cadre 
in bknk’s service. This was also noted in the service sheet 
of the employee. It is due to over sight that the worker was 
called for tejst and interview to the post of Record Keepers/ 
Godown Kjeepers/Bill Collectors etc. He cannot take 
advantage (}f the mistake committed by the bank in calling 
him for the test. He is not entitled for promotion. 


■ 3. In the light of the above contentions the only 
point that arises for consideration is :— 

Is the workman eligible for promotion? 


The evidence consists of the oral testmony of W W1 
& 2 and documentary evidence of Exts. W-l to W-10 on 
the side ofjthe union and MW1 and Exts. Ml and M2 
series on thC side of the management. 
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4. The Point:- It is an admittedTact that the workman 
Sri. K. Radhakrishnan was appointed on 2-1-1978 as 
Canteen Boy and he was confirmed in the post on 
2-7-1978. Latter he was converted to Messenger Cadre 
on 1 -2-1990. He was called for promotion test to clerical 
cadre from 1984 to 1992 five times and he failed in all the 
attempts except the last one in 1992. He was ranked 16th 
in the wait list.The worker admits that he had passed 
S.S.L.C. in 1970 long before his appointment as canteen 
boy. While in service he passed P.D.C. in 1979. He had 
also passed typewriting lower (English) and shorthand 
lower. According to the management bank the worker 
had suppressed his educational qualification while 
applying for the post of canteen boy. As per the 
recruitment rules canteen boy being a sub-staff the 
qualification prescribed is 8th standard and not a pass 
in S.S.L.C. Hence he was ineligible to apply for the post 
of sub-staff in 1978. Since this fact of passing S.S.L.C. 
was suppressed by him he was called for the interview 
and got selected. It is only thereafter that the 
management came to understand that he was over 
qualified. However the bank did not want to deprive him 
of the oportunity for service and hence with a stipulation 
that he would not be considered for future promotion to 
any cadre an appointment order was issued to him to 
the cadre of sub-staff on 2-1-1978. On the other hand 
the union submits that the worker had disclosed his 
qualification of having passed S.S.L.C. as well as 
typewriting lower (English) and shorthand lower at the 
time of applying for the job. According to the union the 
bank was well aware of this fact. The union denies that 
it was a conditional appointment barring promotion. 
According to the union the worker did not receive any 
such communication. The union challenges the 
endorsement in the service sheet to this effect by the 
management as a subsequent insertion made by the bank 
to deny the worker promotional chances. 

5. It is not disputed that as per reeruitment rules 
the qualification for the post of sub-staff is 8th standard 
and a pass in S.S.L.C. was a disqualification. Ext. Ml 
and M2 are service sheets of the workman. The 
qualification noted therein is S.S.L.C. completed. The 
personal and service details of the worker are shown in 
Exts. Ml and M2. But there is also an endorsement to 
the effect that the worker shall not be considered for 
appointment in any higher cadre at any time in terms of 
head office letter dated 3-10-1978. Ext. M1 and M2 are 
photostat copies. The original was produced but was in 
a mutilated condition. Hence photostat copy was 
marked. The original is in the file. The endorsement is 
typed in red ink. According to the union this was added 
subsequently by the management to deny promotion to 
the worker. It is not possible to find out whether the 
endorsement was there initially or whether it was added 
subsequently from Ext. Ml and M2. However the 
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academic qualification is noted as Kerala S.S.L.C. (10th 
standard). This is typewritten. No appointment order 
either original or copy is before the court. The 
management submits that they are not having a copy of 
appointment order and it is missing. They had called for 
production of the original appointment order from the 
workman. But the union filed an affidavit stating that 
the workman received only a confirmation order and 
nothing is mentioned therein about the original 
appointment order. According to the learned counsel 
for the union the workman had not received any such 
appointment order. If the bank is not in custody of a 
copy of appointment order, the position of a sub staff 
must be still worse, he may not even think it neccessary 
to retain or preserve the appointment order for such a 
long time and would not have thought that some day in 
future it will be required. Therefore the contention of 
the management that had the original appointment order 
been produced by the workmen it would have gone 
against him, loses its force as confirmation order is 
produced by the union (Ext. W2) and it does contain 
any term barring promotion. Had there been a bar for 
future promotion definitely it would have been 
mentioned in the confirmation order Ext. W2. The service 
book contains an endorsement regarding the bar and it 
was noted on the basis of a letter of the head office 
dated 3-10-1978. But that letter is not produced to prove 
that the endorsement in service sheets barring promotion 
is an authorised order. It is important to note the 
contention in para 2 of the written statement of the 
management that since he was selected for the 
appointment of canteen boy the bank did not want to 
drop him out of humanitarian consideration, though it 
came to know that the worker had suppressed his 
educational qualification as S.S.L.C. It means that the 
management was aware of the qualification of the 
workman before appointment order was issued. The 
bank was not bound to appoint him just because they 
had selected him. Even if the management had issued 
appointment order and allowed him to join duty still 
thereafter the management could take disciplinary action 
by holding an enquiry and dismissing him from service. 
Instead of that they thought it fit to deny him promotion 
on the ground that he had suppressed his qualification 
at the time of applying for the job. The service sheets 
Exts. M1 or M2 mention only one qualification and that 
is S.S.L.C. The worker should have submitted an 
application for the job of canteen boy. He should have 
noted his educational qualification in the application. 
But the application is not produced. The management 
should have verified school records of the worker before 
he was appointed as canteen boy. Having failed to do 
that after the appointment the management cannot turn 
round and say that they were not aware of the 
qualification of the worker. Ext. W3 is an order of the 
management converting the worker as messenger w.e.f. 
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1-2-1990. There also nothing is mentioned about future 
promotion. Exts. W4, 5 and 7 are call letters issued by 
bank calling him for test and interview for clerical cadre. 
It is an admitted fact that he had appeared for prmotion 
test 4 times before and failed. These tests were 
conducted from 1984 to 1992. But the bank says that 
they did not notice the disqualification of the workman 
for promotion for all these years. Unfortunately the 
workman failed in the test all the four times. But on a 5th 
occasion when he became successful both in test and 
interview and was ranked 16th in the wait list, wisdom 
dawned on the management that he was not eligible for 
promotion. All the neccessary details regarding the 
workman and his educational qualification was already 
there on record. Ext. W-10 is a letter of the worker dated 
7-6-1990 sent to the bank requesting to incorporate in 
the service sheet that he had completed P.D.C. and 
passed Type writing and shorthand lower. It is recorded 
in Ext. Ml service sheet that the worker had availed 3 
chances for promotion test. Yet he was called for test 
and interview on a 4th and 5th time. Had there been an 
endorsement regarding the bar for promotion in the 
service sheet at least when it was recorded that the 
worker had availed 3 chances in the promotion test, the 
bank would have noticed the disqualification for 
promotion recorded in Ext. Ml. Therefore it is not 
possible to accept the submission of the learned counsel 
for the management that he was taken in the service of 
the bank with a condition that he would not get 
promotion without a pinch of salt. There is no record to 
show that the ban order was communicated to the worker 
at any time. Had the management communicated the ban 
order he could have challenged the same in a competent 
forum. Therefore there is no merit in the contention of 
the management that the worker had suppressed his 
educational qualification when he had applied for the 
post of canteen boy. The endorsement regarding ban is 
a subsequent insertion in the service sheet (Ext. Ml). 

6 . It was argued by the learned counsel for the 
management that it is as per Clause 3 of Ext. W1 Bipartite 
Settlement of 31-10-1977 (page 79) that the staff of 
canteen run by Local Implementation Committee, were 
considered for regular appointment as sub-staff of S.B.I. 
That provision does not allow relaxation in educational 
qualification, but only in age. The educational 
qualification prescribed is 8th standard. The the question 
is can the bank, after selecting and appointing the 
workman, deny promotion merely on the ground that 
the workman had suppressed his academic qualification. 
First of all there is no evidence to show that the workman 
had suppressed the fact. If the bank by ovcrsighv 
appointed the worker as sub-staff even then nothing 
prevented the bank from proceeding against him for 
disciplinary action. Once his appointment was 
confiremed he became a regular employee of the bunk 
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anti he is (entitled to all the right of a regular employee. 
Trie bank cannot unilaterally decide to take away his 
rights ftri promotion without hearing him. No doubt 
prpmotiob is not a matter of right of an employee. But 
the discretion of the management cannot be arbitrarily 
exjerciseq to deny promotion. It is relevant to note the 
te^timon^ of MW1, the Assistant Manager (HRM). 
According to him the entry of academic qualification of 
worker “Kerala S.S.L.C. (Xth standard)” in Exts. Ml and 
M12 was there from the very inception of the opening of 
service sheets (page 8MW1). He also admits that the 
nqme, qualification and permanent address of the 
erfiploye^ are the initial entries made in service sheet 
Ejct. M2. Ext. M2 was prepared in Tiruchirapally branch 
oil the bank where the worker had joined service. After 
1085 the Thiruvananthapuram Divisional Office was 
maintaining the service records of employees. Hence 
erjtries pi :rtaining to the period subsequent to 1985 were 
mjade by Thirvanathapuram Divisional Office (page 5). 
Hb also admits that there are no records to show that 
thje original appointment order was issued to the worker 
(fjage 6), He alos says that the first communication that 
wjas sent to the worker from the Branch, after receipt of 
lejtter dated 3-10-1978 of Head Office, is Ext. W2 
cijmfirmaion oder. But it refers to no ban order or to the 
djrectior in Head Office letter disqualifying the worker 
fcjr pronflotion. 


7. |n the light of the above circumstances and the 
evidence I find that the worker has not suppressed his 
atademip qualification while joining service as sub-staff. 
Tjhe banjc had waved its rights to disqualify the worker 
afid acquiesced to the over qualification of the worker 
ahd appointed him as sub-staff. The academic 
qualification was also noted in his service sheet at the 
time of opening the service sheets. No other qualification 
is notedj in the service sheets Exts. Ml and M2. Ext. 
1912(a) indorsement banning future promotion is a 
subsequent insertion in the service sheets. There is no 
evidence to show that the ban order was communicated 
to the v^orker at any time. Hence on the ground of 
suppression of academic qualification the management 
chnnot 4eny promotion. Having selected the worker on 
tfie basis of a test and interview, ranked him 16th in the 
vfait list, having reported vacancy of 25 persons in the 
dlerical cadre and obtained approval of the concerned 
apthorit^, it was not proper for the bank to have denied 
promotion to the workman. 


In' the result an award is passed finding that the 
action 0f the management in denying promotion as 
rjecord | keeper/cashier to the workman Sri. K. 
Radhakj-ishnan is illegal and unjustified. He is entitled 
to be promoted. The management is directed to promote 
Him at (he earliest with retrospective effect before the 
17th rajik holder was promoted/or appointed, without 


back wages, but with continuity of service and other 
consequential benefits. 

Dictated to the Personal Assistant, transcribed and 
typed by her, corrected and passed by me on this the 
1st day September, 2008. 


P. L. NORBERT, Presiding Officer 


APPENDIX 

Witnesses for the Union 

WW1 16-10-2007 -John Joseph 

WW2 17-1-2008 -K. Radhakrihsnan. 

Witness for the Management 

MW1 7-2-2008 -Sri. Manoj Kumar K. K. 

Exhibits for the Union 

W1 -Bipartite Settlement. 

W2 -Letter dtd. 23-11-1978 of State Bank of India, 
Tiruchirapalli to the workman. 

W3 -Letter dtd. 7-2-1990 of State Bank of India, 
Tiruchirapalli to the workman. 

W4 -Letter dtd. 14-9-1992 of State Bank of India, 
Tiruchirapalli to the workman. 

W5 -Letter dtd. 14-10-1992 of State Bank of India, 
Pottassery to the workman. 

W6 -Letter dtd. 24-2-1993 of State Bank of India, 
Pottassery to the workman. 

W7 -Letter dtd. 23-4-1993 of State Bank of India, 
Kanjirapuzha to the workman. 

W8 -Copy of Minutes of the joint discussion held on 
31-1 -2001 before Assistant Labour Commissioner 
©, Emakulam. 

W9 -Letter dtd. 27-4-1993 of State Bank of India, 
Tiruchirapalli. 

W10 -Copy of letter dtd. 7-6-1990 sent by 
K. Radhakrishnan to State Bank of India, 
Tiruchirapalli. 

Exhibits for the Management 

M1 -Copy of Service sheet of Shri K. Radhakrishnan. 

M2 -Copy of Service sheet of Shri K. Radhakrishnan. 

M2(a) -Endorsement in Ext. M2. 
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New E>elhi, the 20th November,2008 

S.O. 3322. — In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 219/ 
2006) of Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Emakulam as shown in the Annexure in Industrial 
Dispute between the management of Catholic Syrian Bank 
Ltd., and their workmen, received by the Central Government 
on 20-II-2008 

[No. L-l 2012/399/1999-IR(B-I)l 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, ERNAKULAM 

Present: Shri P.L. Norbert, B. A., LL.B., Presiding Officer 
(Friday the 31st day of October 2008/ 9th Karthika 1930) 

LD. No. 219 of 2006 

Workman The General Secretary, 

Catholic Syrian Bank Staff 
Association, 

47, Unity Building, Mannadiar Lane, 

P. B. No. 114, Thrissur. 

By Adv. Sri Ashok B. Shenoy. 

Management : The Chairman, 

Catholic Syrian Bank Limited, 

Head Office, Thrissur. 

By Adv. M/s. B. S. Krishnan 
Associates. 

This case coming up in Adalat on 31-10-2008, this 
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court on the same day passed the 
following; 

AWARD 

This is a reference under Section 10 (1) (d) of 
Industrial Disputes Act. 

2. When the matter came up for evidence the parties 
expressed their willingness for a settlement. Accordingly 


the reference was taken up in Adalath and discussed. 
Ultimately the parties came to a settlement and signed a 
memorandum of settlement agreeing to pay revised pension 
and arrears of difference in pension and commutation value 
to the worker. * rn ? 

In the result, an award is passed in terms of the 
settlement and the memorandum of settlement will form 
part of the award. 

The award will come into force one month after its 
publication in the Official Gazette. 

Dictated to the Personal Assistant, transcribed 
and typed by her, corrected and passed by me on this the 
31 st day of October, 2008. 

P.L. NORBERT, Presiding Officer 

Appendix NiL 

IN THE CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, ERNAKULAM 
I. D. No. 219/2006 

The matter is discussed and settled in Lok Adalath 
in the following terms: 

The management agrees to pay towards arrears of 
difference in pension and commutation value which 
together come to Rs. 64,653/- as well as revised pension of 
Rs. 2,998/- per month from l-11-2008 onwards. The union 
and worker are agreeable. The above terms are finalised 
and it is agreed by the parties that this will be the full and 
final settlement of all the claims of the worker. The amount 
will be paid within one month from today. 

Dated this the 31 st day of October, 2008 

Union Sd /- 

Workman Sd/- Management 

Counsel for Workman Sd/- Counsel for Manage¬ 

ment: 

Mediator 

M 20 W3T, 2008 

3FT.35 3323.-afefe’ 37fafWT, 1947 (1947 

3 mm 3^€j)Pich 

W (#f4 vm 258/2006) IFElfeld w) 

i, #mm ^ 20-11 -2008 ^ ura pir *ni 

[U 12012/421 /2000-3nf 3TR(4t-l) ] 

New Delhi, the 20th November,2008 

S.O. 3323.— In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Govemment'hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 258/2006) 
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of th$ Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court! Emak ulam as shown in the Armexure in Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management < >f Federal Bank Ltd., and their workmen, which 
was received (by the Central Government on 20-11 -2008 

[No. L-12012/421/2Q00-IR (B-I)] 
A JAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

INfTHECimTULGOVERNMEOT INDUSTRIAL 
TRffiUNAlj, CUM-LABOUR COURT, ERNAKULAM 

Present: ShrilP.L. Norbert, B.A., LL.B., Presiding Officer 
(Friday the 26th day of September, 2008/4th Asvina, 1930) 

| LD. No. 258 of 2006 

Unioa : The General Secretary, 

l \ Federal Bank Staff Union, 

i No. 2, Champion Buildings, 

Bank Junction, Alwaye-683101. 

By Adv. H. B. Shenoy. 

Management : The Chairman, 

Federal Bank Ltd., 
i Head Office, Federal Towers, 

Post Bag No. I03,Alwaye-683l01. 

By Adv. M/s. B. S. Krishnan, 

! Associates. 

This cise coming up for hearing on 23-9-2008, this 
Tribijial on 36-9-2008 passed the following: 

! AWARD 

This is a reference under Section 10 (1) (d) of 
Industrial Deputes Act: 

“Whether the action of the management of Federal 
Bank Ltd. in imposing the penalty of dismissal 
without notice on Shri B. Bhaskaran Nair is legal and 
justified? If not, what relief he is entitled to?”. 

2. Theifacts in a nutshell are as follows :— Shri. B. 
Bhaskaran Njtir was a Clerk of Federal Bank, Kayamkulam 
branch. Wnile so, he was charge sheeted for 
misappropriation of money. An enquiry was conducted 
and He was j found guilty. The Disciplinary Authority 
dismissed hirti from seervice. Though the workman filed an 
appeal it was dismissed. He filed a mercy petition before 
the chairmart which was also dismissed. According to the 
Workman th^e allegations are vague and the penalty of 
dismissal is [illegal. His service record is clean and the 
circumstances of the workman warrant lesser punishment 
even jif he isj guilty. The workman is without job and is 
suffering. He seeks reinstatement. 

[3. According to the management the workman had 
forgep th e signature of Manager (Admn.) and withdrawn 
Rs. 2^,000/-from the Bank’s profit and loss account. The 


workman admitted the guilt in his reply to Ext. ME-18 memo 
of explanation. The Enquiry Officer found him guilty in the 
light of the oral and documentary evidence in the enquiry. 
A copy of the report was given to the workman and he was 
given oportunity to make submissions regarding findings. 
Considering the evidence on record the Disciplinary 
Authority confirmed the findings of Enquiry Officer and 
proposed punishment of dismissal without notice. 

The workman was heard regarding punishment. 
Thereafter considering the seriousness of the misconduct 
he was dismissed from service. The appeal filed by him 
was rejected. There is no reason to interfere with the 
findings of punishment. 

4. When the matter came up for hearing the learned 
counsel for the union confined his argument to the quantum 
of punishment alone. Therefore, the only point that requires 
consideration is: 

“Whether the punishment is proportionate?” 

The evidence consists of Ext. M1 Enquiry File alone. 

5. The point:-—The allegation against the workman 
is that he had forged the signature of Manager (Admn.) 
and prepared two debit vouchers for Rs. 21,965/- and by 
creating another two credit vouchers credited the said 
amount to the S. B. Joint account of his brother and 
brother’s wife. Thereafter Rs. 20,000/- was withdrawn. After 
detecting the fraud the workman remitted the amount on 
the 2nd day. The workman admitted his guilt in Ext. ME-18 
(in Ext. Ml) reply to memo of explanation (Ext. ME-17). He 
has narrated the circumstances under which he happened 
to commit the misconduct. He stated that he has a large 
family to look after. His family is heavily indebted. His 
brother died and brother’s family is to be looked after by 
him. His father was heavily indebted. The money lenders 
are harassing him heing the sole person in the family having 
some income. Buckled under pressure of heavy 
indebtedness in a weak moment he happened to misuse 
bank’s money. His past record is clean. He has rendered 
good service and was commended by the Managers in 
succession. He was a federalite member of the bank. An 
employee is qualified to be a federalite member only when 
good service is rendered for the development of the bank. 
His family consists of wife, two children, aged father and 
sister. He has to look after his brother’s family as the brother 
died on 24-5-1997. In the light of these mitigating 
circumstances the learned counsel for the workman submits 
that a lenient view in the matter of punishment may be 
taken. The aforesaid circumstances were not carefully 
considered by the Disciplinary Authority'. 

6. The pressing circumstances do not justify an act 
of misappropriation. At the same time the management 
admits that no other disciplinary action has been taken 
against him. MW2 the Assistant Manager admitted in his 
eross examination at page 20 of the proceedings that the 




[WTII—TsFS 3(ii)] 


w: Rum* 13,2008/smFm 22,1930 


6497 


workman Weis rendering good service to the bank. He had 
taken initiative for development of bank’s business. The 
bank had good opinion about him till the incident. He was 
a federalite member. The workman admitted his guilt in Ext. 
ME-18 reply to the memo of explanation (Ext. ME-17) as 
well as before the Enquiry Officer when charge was read 
out to him. His only plea is to show him mercy in the matter 
of punishment. 

7. The learned counsel for the management relying 
on two decisions of the Hon’ble Supreme Court submitted 
that a misconduct of fraud cannot be condoned at any 
cost and determination of quantum of punishment is the 
discretion of management. The decisions referred are:— 

State Bank of India vs. Bela Bagchi (2005) 7 SCC 435. 
In that case the workman had misappropriated money of 
several customers on several occasions by making fictitious 
entries in pass books without remitting the amounts in 
respective accounts. The Hon’ble Supreme Court in the 
above circumstances observed that the charges were not 
causal and the instances were not solitary and therefore 
there was no reason to show leniency. Another decision 
relied on by the learned counsel is State Bank of India vs. 
Ramesh Dinkar Punde (200) 7 SCC 212. In that case the 
delinquent was a bank officer. He had fraudulently extended 
credit facilities to his friend. The Hon’ble Supreme Court 
held that the delinquent being a bank officer holds a position 
of trust where honesty and integrity are inbuilt requirements 
of functioning and it would not be proper to deal with the 
matter leniently. When such officer commits misconduct 
for his personal ends and against the interest of the bank 
and depositors he must be dealt with iron hands and not 
leniently. In the reported cases there were no mitigating 
circumstances to show any leniency in the matter of 
punishment. The case on hand differs. The workman has 
put in 23 years of unblemished service. His service was 
appreciated by the management and he was made a 
federalite member for four years. The incident in this case 
was the sole instance in which he happened to stray from 
the right path. He regrets for his misconduct and beats his 
breast with mea culpa. His family background is pathetic 
and in great financial crisis. Considering all these mitigating 
circumstances I think that the hardest of the hard 
punishment need not be imposed on him. The ends of 
justice will be served by imposing the punishment of 
discharge from service with superannuation benefits as 
contemplated in clause 6(d) of Supplementary Settlement 
dated 10-4-2002 to 7th Bipartite Settlement (Sea page 567 
of Bipartite Settlements an H.P.J. Kapoor Publication, 
Twelfth Edition). 

In the result an award is passed confirming the 
findings, but altering the penalty of dismissal without notice 
to discharge from service with superannuation benefits. 

The award will come into force one month after its 
publication in the official gazette. 


Dictated to the Personal Assistant, transcribed and 
typed by her, corrected and passed by me on this the 26th 
day of September, 2008. 

P. L. NORBERT, Presiding Officer 

Appendix 


Witness for the Union 

- 

Nil. 

Witness for the Management , 

- 

Nil. 

Witness for the workman 

- 

Nil. 

Witness for the Management 



Ml - 7-7-2008 Enquiry file. 
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y<blfeld Wft t, *ft TRW 20-11-2008 WT 

T|3TT «?TI 

[Tf. T^r-12012/260/ 1989-3TTI W(#-l)] 
3T3RT SfftTWt 

New Delhi, the 20th November,2008 

S.O. 3324.—- In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 589/ 
2K5) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, No. 2, Chandigarh, as shown in the Annexure, 
in the Industrial Dispute between the Management of State 
Bank of Patiala, and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 20-11 -2008 

[No. L-12012/260/1989-lR (B-l)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL -CUM-LABOUR COURT-II, 
CHANDIGARH 

Presiding Officer: Shri Kuldip Singh 

Case I.D. No.589/2k5 

Registered on: 12-1-1990 

Date of Decision: 5- II -2008 

Sukhminder Singh son of Sh. Rulda Singh Resident of 
V.P.O. Abul Dhurana Muktsar, District Faridkot, C/o Jai 
Singh Atwai, L.N.B. Kothi No. 35, Ajit Nagar, Patiala 

..Petitioner 
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f Versus 

Regicjnal Manager* 1 V(C), State Bank of Patiala, S.C.O. 
175-176, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh-160017 

; I 

.Respondent 

For the Worhman Sh. Hardial Singh Hundal, 

Advocate 

For the Management Sh. N.K. Zakhmi, Advocate 

AWARD 

The fallowing reference was received for 
adjudjcation by the Central Government Industrial Tribunal- 
cum-[Labour Court, Chandigarh from Government of India, 
Minisp'of Labour videletterNo. L-12012/260/89-lR(B-3) 
dated peptemfoer, 1990. 

|“Whetir the action of the State Bank of Patiala in 
iismisaing Sh. Sukhminder Singh, Peon/Frash at 
teir Cnamkaur Sahib Branch w.e.f. 21-2 -1987 is legal 
jnd justified? If not, to what relief the concerned 
/Orkmpn is entitled to and from what date?” 

^The reference remained on the file of CGIT, 
Chandigarh ti|l 23-8-2005 when the same was transferred to 


this Tribunal 


'or adjudication in accordance with law. This 
is hovj reference is under consideration of this Tribunal. 

On the receipt of the reference notices were issued 
to the parties and they appeared and filed their pleadings 
in the shape of statement of claims, written statement, 
replication by the workman and supported the same with 


theaff davit oj 
Manager of 


the workman and that V.K. Badhwar, Deputy 
[the Management Bank, besides that of 


Subhaph Goyil, Manager. The parties also placed on record 
photocopies of inquiry proceedings. The workman 
appeared as nis own witness whereas the Management 
examined M/S. V.K. Badhwar and Subhash Goyal as their 
witnesses, j 

The clajm of the workman is that he had worked as 
Peon-cum-Fr^sh in the Management Bank at Chamkaur 
Sahib from 7- ijO-1983 to 23-12-1995. That during that period, 
he w4 served upon with Charge-Sheet alleging that he 
has dejffaudea the Bank by tempering with official record 
including Ledgers and Registers. The workman filed reply 
to the Charge-sheet and denied the allegations. The 
Management Rejected the reply and initiated inquiry against 
him. Tfte workman asked the Enquiry Officer for copies of 
the document! but the same were denied to him. He did not 
afford reasonable opportunity to him to defend himself 
and gave hi$ findings on conjectures and surmises. 
Management dismissed the workman from service vide their 
order dated 2^-2-1987 even when there was not an iota of 
evidence proceed against him in the proceedings. He was 
also riot provided with the assistance of defence 
representative! He was not allowed to produce handwriting 
expertlin his defence and thus the Inquiry Officer acted in 
a biasejd and vindictive manner and made the workman an 


escape goat in the affair. The workman was also not allowed 
to cross-examine Gurmeet Singh and M.S. Mangat, 
Assistant Accountant and the questions put by him were 
disallowed. The Branch Manager concerned also took the 
benefit of the illiteracy of the workman and thus his 
dismissal from service was bad in law. They got the writing 
from him under duress and threat of life. 

The Management filed written statament opposing 
the claim of the workman. According to them the reference 
is bad for non-joinder and misjoinder of the parties. It is 
claimed by them that the workman was charge-sheeted for 
misconduct by the Disciplinary Authority by Charge-sheet 
dated 20-3-1986. The workman did not file reply. The 
Management so as to ascertain the truth in the matter, 
decided to hold the departmental inquiry. It appointed an 
Inquiry Officer who held fair and proper inquiry and 
provided full opportunity to the workman to defend himself. 
After considering the inquiry report and the evidence 
available bn record, the Disciplinary Authority issued a 
notice to the workman to show cause why the penalty of 
dismissal from service be not given to him in terms of 
bipartite settlement and Shashtri and Desai Awards. The 
reply given by the workman was considered, the material 
evidence brought on record was appreciated 
dispassionately ana' on finding misconduct proved, the 
disciplinary authority dismissed the workman from service 
vide order dated 27-2-1987. The workman filed appeal 
against the order, but the Appellate Authority did not find 
any merit in the appeal and rejected the same vide order 
dated 23-3-1987 amd the order was conveyed to the 
workman vide letter dated 26-10-1987. 

On merits it is remitted by the Management that 
workman was guilty of serious misconduct as noted in the 
Charge-sheet dated 20-3-1986 and which misconduct was 
proved during the fair and proper inquiry held. It is claimed 
by them that the workman was given full opportunity to 
prove his innocence. He was also allowed to bring a 
co-worker to represent hi m in the inquiry but he did not 
produce him and decided to defend himself. The workman 
was also allowed to examine relevant documensts which 
the workman did. The workman attended the preceedings 
regularly. Denying the proximity of Gurmeet Singh, witness, 
with the Branch Manager it is stated by the Management 
that both had no such relations. The claim of the workman 
about failing to provide proper opportunity to defend him 
is also wrong. The workman was given full opportunity to 
produce his witnesses and a fair and proper inquiry was 
held in the case. In the end they have Submitted that the claim 
of the workman is his concoction and is not true as he never 
raised the question of non-providing of facilities to defend 
himself. It is also claimed by them that the workman has made 
out a false story in order to save his skin. They have prayed 
for answering the reference against the workman. 

The workman in the replication claimed that the 
preliminary objections raised by the Management are 
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baseless. They have wrongly claimed that the workman 
was provided with full opportunity to defend himself in 
the inquiry or that the Inquiry Officer had given full 
opportunity to the workman. The workman reiterated 
the facts stated in the claim petition and claimed that 
although he had requested for relevant documents but 
the same were denied to him. According to him the 
Branch Manager of the time was involved in the case, 
but he shifted the liability on the workman. He denied 
that there is evidence against him and stated that the 
charges were proved against him on surmises and 
conjunctures and throughout the proceedings the 
attitude of the Inquiry Officer towards the workman 
remained indifferent and biased. 

The workman appeared as a witness and the 
Management was given full opportunity to cross-examine 
him. In his statement he admitted that he had been served 
with charge-sheet dated 20-3-1986. He denied having 
known Gurmeet Singh Account Holder. He further denied 
that he had prepared the voucher for an amount of Rs. 
8,400 which in fact was only for Rs. 400 or the other 
voucher of Rs. 1064 was changed to Rs. 9064. He further 
denied having withdrawn Rs.5000 and Rs. 3500 on 20th 
and 27th of November, 1985 in collusion with Gurmeet 
Singh or that they both had shared that amount. He 
admitted that an inquiry was held against him and he had 
attended each and every hearing. He further admitted 
that he was given opportunity to cross-examine the 
witnesses of the Management, but he had cross-examined 
them. He, however, claimed that since he was not provided 
with the documents, therefore, he was unable to cross- 
examine the witnesses. He further claimed that the 
Handwriting expert was not examined during the inquiry 
but in the same breath he admitted that he had cross- 
examined the Handwriting expert and also admitted that 
lie was allowed to examine his witnesses but he did not 
produce any since the Management had not provided 
the copies of the relevent documents to him. He claimed 
that he had made report to the Inquiry Officer that the 
documents have not been supplied to him which is 
Exhibited W-2 to W 4. He further claimed to have made a 
complaint in this regard to the Genera! Manager. He 
admitted that all the inquiry proceedings had been held 
in his presence and he had signed them. He further claimed 
that he was not given the personal hearing, and that he is 
working as a labourer earning Rs. 60 per day. 

The perusal of the statement of the workman shows 
that a domestic inquiry was held before the termination of 
the service of the workman. He had participated in the 
inquiry proceedings and he was given opportunity to 
cross- examine the witnesses of the Management, but he 
choses not to put them any questions. He therefore, failed 
to hight light the claim that Gurmeet Singh witness of 
Management was close to the Branch Manager and that 


Gurmeet Singh had made the statement against the 
workman under the influence of Branch Manager or that 
the witnesses were averse to the workman and made false 
statement. He had cross-examined the Handwriting expert 
and he also provided with the opportunity to produce his 
own witnesses, but he admitted that he had not produced 
his witnesses. The explanation he gave was that since 
the copies of the documents were not provided to him, 
therefore, he had not produced his witnesses. He claimed 
that he had brought to the notice of Enquiry Officer and 
the General Manager that he has not been provided with 
the document. In the appeal he complained that he was 
not allowed to engage a defence representative nor was 
allowed to cross-examine the witness of Management or 
produce his own witnesses whereas in his statement 
before this Tribunal he admitted that he was given 
opportunity to cross-examine the witnesses of the 
Management but he had not cross-examined them. He 
further admitted that he was allowed to engage a defence 
representative and was also asked to lead his evidence 
but he had not produced any. Thus the allegations made 
against Enquiry Officer are proved to be wrong. 

The workman has supported his claim with 
document marked W-2 to W-4. These are copies of 
representations made by the workman, two to the Enquiry 
Officer and third to General Manager, of the Management. 
The proceeding dated 11-9-1988 shows that the Enquiry 
Officer allowed the workman to consult the relevant 
documents and even thereafter he did not raise any claim. 
Before showing that documents to the workman in the 
enquiry the Enquiry Officer told the workman that he had 
already been provided with the copies of the documents 
P-3 to P-14 on 5-9-1980. The claim of workman of non 
supply of copies of documents is thus proved to be wrong. 
He further claimed that he had brought to the notice of 
the higher authorities as well as to the Inquiry Officer 
that the documents are not provided to him. In support of 
their claim the Management examined Shri Subhash Goyal 
who was the Inquiry Officer. They also examined Shri 
V.K. Badhwar as their witness. Mr. Badhwar in his 
statement denied that the workkman was not given 
opportunity during the course of inquiry to defend 
himself. Shri Goya! in his statement admitted that there 
was no mention of witnesses to be examied by the 
Management nor the list of witnesses was attached with 
the Charge-sheet. There was also no mention of 
documents to be relied upon by the Management. 11c 
however, claimed that the workman was given the 
opportunity to cross-examine the witnesses, but he had 
refused to do so. 

The photo copies of the inquiry proceedings are on 
records. The day to day proceedings show that the inquiry 
against the workman had started from 29t7-I986 and the 
Inquiry Offcer had asked the workman to engage his 
nominee who will defend him but the workman refused. 


4761 GL/08—11 
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The Inquiny Officer read over the Charge-sheet to the 
workman (jlated 20-3-1986 and made the workman to 
undhrstan4 the same. The Presenting Officer, on the 
directions 9f the Inquiry Officer submitted the list of the 
documents (and the witnesses to be produced in the inquiry. 
The; Inquiry Officer directed the presenting Officer to 
proyide thje copies of the documents and the list of 
witnesses! to the workman who attended all the 
proceedings and signed the same after its conclusion on 
eveijyday qf inquiry. The proceedings dated 11th of 
September,j 1986 show that the Enquiry Officer appraised 
the workman that he has already been supplied with the 
copies of documents and list of witnesses on 29-7-1981. 
He, jhowevhr, provided assistance to the workman to 
exarfiine th$se documents in the Enquiry. Thereafter the 
workman aid not make any complaint. There is no 
substance in the claim of the workman that he was not 
provided wph the documents and the list of witnesses, 
therefore h^ did not cross-examine the witnesses of the 
Management. There is mention in the proceeding date 
I2-9M 986 tpat the Inquiry Officer asked the workman to 
cros^-exam^ie the witnesses of the Management, but he 
refused to dja so. In his own statement this Tribunal also 
the \porkmdn admitted that he was provided with the 
opportunity to cross-examine the witnesses of the 
Management, and that he had cross-examined the 
Hanqwriting expert. He, however, claimed that he was not 
in a ^ositiori to cross examine the other witnesses of the 
Management as he was not provided with the documents. 
As 1 Stated earlier there is no evidence to show that the 
workman had ever told to the Inquiry Officer that despite 
his directions the Presenting Officer has not provided 
him the list of documents and witnesses to be examined 
in thej inquiry. The Enquiry Officer himself provided the 
assistance to| the workman to examine those documents 
and 1 ijst during the enquiry proceedings. There is no other 
grievance raised by the workman against the fairness of 
enquiry. 

After doing through the inquiry proceedings I find 
that the Management had held a fair and proper inquiry in 
the mhtter. Tpe workman was properly charge sheeted. 
He filkl the r^ply to the Charge-sheet. The Management, 
howeyer, did not feel satisfied with the reply filed by the 
worknhan, therefore, they ordered the holding of domestic 
inquiry againfct the workman. They appointed the Inquiry 
Officer, conducted the inquiry properly, explained the 
charge-sheet jto the workman and also issued directions 
to the Presenting Officer to provide the list of documents 
and witnesses to be produced, to the workman. The 
Presenting Officer produced the witnesses, who were 
examined and the workman was given opportunity to 
cross-examine the witnesses but except the Handwriting 
expert, he didjnot cross-examine witnesses. He was also 
given ppportijnity to produce evidence in his defence 
but he produced none. He was also given opportunity to 


engage defence representative. Although he took time to 
do it but did not associate any defence representative 
and the inquiry was concluded. The workman thus has 
failed to point out any lapse on the part of the 
Management in conducting the inquiry. The workman 
was entitled to fair opportunity to defend himself which 
included knowing the charge against him, an opportunity 
to engage defence representative, cross-examine the 
witnesses of the Management and to produce his own 
evidence. Thus the Inquiry Officer acted properly, 
although the workman did not utilize the opportunity and 
chose not to produce any evidence. The workman has 
also failed to show as to how the appellate authority 
failed in its duty while disposing off his appeal. The 
workman claimed that Gurmeet Singh, the witness in the 
case was under the influence of the Branch Manager, but 
he failed to prove this fact by direct or indirect evidence 
that Gurmeet Singh made the statements against the 
workman under the influence of the Branch Manager. He 
has also failed to prove that he was not given opportunity 
by the Inquiiy Officer to cross-examine M.S. Mangat the 
witness of the Management. He rather admitted that the 
Enquiry Officer had given him opportunity to cross- 
examine the witnesses of Management but he himself had 
not corss examined them. 

It is settled principal of law that the Tribunal cannot 
substitute its opinion to that of disciplinary and appellate 
authorities as these authorities are sole judge of facts. Once 
the finding based on appreciation of evidence is recorded, 
the Tribunal or High Court cannot interfere with the factual 
findings unless the same is perverse or legally untenable. 
Reference in this regard can be made to the judgment of 
Hon’ble Supreme Court in the case reported as 1999 (1) 
S.C.T.642. 

The next question which falls for consideration is 
whether the punishment awarded is disproportionate to 
the Misconduct alleged and proved. 1 think it is not since 
it is proved to be a case of fraud committed in a financial 
institution by its employee. Such an act shakes the very 
confidence and trust of its customers and ultimately 
affects the reputation of the institution; any employee 
who commits such misconduct does not deserve any 
leniency. 

In view of the discussions made above 1 am of the 
opinion that the action of theManagement in dismissing 
the services of the workman was legal and justified as the 
same was done after holding a fair and proper inquiry 
against him. The workman is, therefore, entitled to no relief. 
The reference is answered against him and the award is 
passed. Let a copy of the award be sent to the appropriate 
Government for necessary action and file be consigned to 
records after due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 20th November, 2008 

S.O. 3325.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 
14/2007) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal- 
cuin-Labour Court, Emakulam as shown in the Annexure, 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Canara Bank and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
20-11-2008. 

[No. L-12011/101/2006-IR (B-II)] 
KAMAL BAKHRU, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOURCOURT, ERNAKULAM 

Pr esent: Shri P. L. Norbert, B.A., LL.B., Presiding Officer 
(Friday the 7th day of November 2008/16th Karthika 1930) 



I.D. 14 of 2007 

Union : 

The State Secretary, 

Canara Bank Employees Union, 

P. Balakrishna Menon Smarakom, 
Ambujavilasam Road, 
Thiruvananthapuram-695 001 


(In person) 

Management : 

The General Manager, 

Canara Bank, Central Office, 
Thiruvananthapuram-695 001 


(In person) 


This case coming up for final hearing on 7-11-2008, 
this Tribunal-cum-Labour Court on the same day passed 
the following. 

AWARD 

This is a reference made under Section 10(IXd) of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 challenging the action of the 
ma nagement in imposing the punishment of reduction to a 
lower stage in the scale of pay by one stage for a period of 
2 years against the workman, Sri. Abdul Hameed. 


2. When the matter came up for consideration the 
parties expressed their willingness to amicably settle the 
dispute. Accordingly they filed a joint statement agreeing 
for a modified penalty on the employee. 

In the result, an award is passed finding that the 
action of die management in holding the workman Sri. Abdul 
Hameed guilty of the misconduct alleged against him is 
legal and justified but punishment is altered and modified 
in teims of the settlement to reduction to a lower stage of 
scale of pay by one stage for a period of one year. The joint 
statement will form part of the award. 

The award will come into force one month after its 
publication in the Official Gazette. 

Dictated to the Personal Assistant, transcribed and 
typed by her, corrected and passed by me on this the 7th 
day ofNovember, 2008. 

P. L. NORBERT, Presiding Officer 

Appendix: Nil 

BEFORE THE HON’BLE CENTRAL 
GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM- 
LABOUR COURT 

ID No. 14 of2007 

Canara Bank Employees Union Claimant/Canara Bank 
Vs. Employees Union 

Canara Bank Opposite Party/ 

Canara Bank 

Jonit Statement 

The above case was posted for settlement on 
7-11-2008. the matter is compromised and as directed by 
the Hon’ble Court both parties to the I.D. are filing a joint 
statement. 

The punishment imposed “ reduction to a lower stage 
of scale of pay by one stage for a period of two years” 
would stand modified to “Reduction to a lower stage of 
scale of pay by one stage for a period of one year”. 

The Hon’ble Court may pass an order to this effect. 
Dated 7-11-2008 

(A. P. Krishanan, Vice Chairman) Canara Bank 
Canara Bank Employees’ Union Circle Office 
Claimant Claimant 

Opposite Party. 

M fe#, 20 2008 

^T.3tT. 3326.—1947 
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New Delhi, the 20th November, 2008 

S.O; 3326.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial {Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 33/94) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court No| 1, Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure, in 
thef Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to Sthe management of Punjab & Sind Bank and their 
workman, jwhich was received by the Central Government 
on 20-11-2D08. 

[No. L-12012/202/1993-1R (B-II)] 
1 KAMAL BAKHRU, Desk Officer 

{ ANNEXURE 

BEjFOREl SHRI GYANENDRA KUMAR SHARMA 
PRESIDING OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUN.4L-CTTM-LAROUR COURT-1, CHANDIGARH 

Case No. I.D. 33/94 

Suit. Swaifna, W/o Shri Shyam Lai, W-66, Ali Mohalla, 
Jalandhar (|Pb.)-144001. Applicant 

Versus 

The Chief Manager, Punjab and Sind Bank, I.B.D. 
Jalandhar (jpunjab) 144001. Respondent 

APPEARANCES 

Fof the Workman : Sri Subhash Talwar 

For the Management Sri J. S. Sathi 

AWARD 

Passed on 5-11-2008 

Government of India vide notification No. L-12012/ 
2ol/93 IR|(B-2) dated 27-4-1994 referred the following 
industrial dispute to this tribunal for adjudication:— 

“Whether the claim of Smt. Swama, Ex-Sweeperess, 
Punjab a$d Sind Bank, Jalandhar that she has not 
resjgned h^r job, but the bank management have illegally 
terminated her services w.e.f. 21-10-1992 is correct? If so, 
what relief is the said workman entitled to ?” 

The plaim of the workman in nut shell is that she was 
appointed jas Sweeperess by the respondent management 
on 3-7-1991 and remained in uninterrupted employment upto 
20-10-1 99$. On 21 -10-1992 her services were terminated by 
the management of the bank on the wrong pretext that she 
has resigned from the services on 6-8-1992, whereas, she 
has never resigned. She denied for tendering any resignation 
letter vide His letter dated 7-12-1992. She also made a request 
to supply tjie alleged letter of resignation but the same was 
not: supplied to her. The management of the bank illegally 
terminated his services in violation of the provisions of 
Industrial Disputes Act and accordingly, she has prayed for 
his reinstatement into the services with frill back wages. 
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Management of respondent appeared and alleged 
that workman voluntarily submit her resignation letter dated 
6-8-1992. The same was accepted by the prescribed 
authority on 21-10-1992 and the workman was relived from 
the services hence forth. 

Both of the parties were afforded the opportunity for 
adducing evidence, oral and documentary. Smt. Swarna 
filed her affidavit Ex. W1 and she was cross-examined by 
learned counsel for the management of the bank. Ex-2 is 
the copy of the letter written by Chief Manager to Smt. 
Swama dated 21-10-1992 informing her that her resignat ion 
letter dated 6-8-1992 is accepted and she is relieved from 
the bank. Ex. W3 is the copy of the letter written by Smt. 
Swarna to the Chief Manager Punjab and Sind Bank 
Jalandhar on 7-12-1992, infroming him that she has never 
resigned and asking him the copy of the resignation letter 
to take further action in this regard. Ex. W4 is the 
suspension letter of Smt. Swama. She was suspended due 
to a police case registered against her in connection with 
attempting burg lary/th eft at the office of the bank. Ex. W5 
is the copy of the judgment delicered by Judicial Magistrate 
1st Class, Jalandhar in FIR No. 110, dated 5-8-1992 under 
Section 457/380/51 1 of I.P.C. acquitting Smt. Swarna from 
all the charges leveled against her on benefits of doubt. 

Shri S. S. Gandhi, the Manager of Punjab and Sind 
Bank, Jalandhar filed his affidavit in support of his case 
and he was cross-examined by learned counsel for the 
workman. He also filed certain documents alongwith his 
evidence. Ex. M2 is the copy of suspension letter of Smt. 
Swama which is same as Ex. M4, Ex. M3 is the letter 
accepting the resignation of Smt. Swama dated 9-10-1992. 
Ex. M4 is the letter dated 21-10-92 written by Chief Manager 
of the Bank to Smt. Swama relieving her from the duty on 
account of acceptance of her resignation letter dated 
6-8-1992. It is the same letter which is filed by the workman 
as Ex. M2. 

I have heard learned counsel for the parties and 
pursued entire materials on record. The main question for 
determination before this Tribunal is whether Smt. Swarna 
has resigned from the services vide litter dated 6-8-1992, 
the copy of which was filed during the proceedings before 
this Tribunal as mark A. It is the case of the management 
that Smt. Swama resigned from the services on 6-8-1992 
voluntarily with intention to prevent herself from any 
departmental action for his illegal act of attempting 
burg lary/th eft in the office for which a FIR was also 
recorded. The letter dated 6-8-1992 is said to be forwarded 
by the manager to the prescribed authority vide letter dated 
17-9-1992 and the same was accepted on 21 -10-1992, and 
accordingly, Smt. Swama was informed vide letter dated 
21 -10-1992 about the decision ofthe disciplinary authority 
for accepting her resignation and relieving her from the 
services. After a long time, she surprisingly brought a letter 





to the Chief Manager of the bank on 7-12-1992 denying the 
tendering of any resignation letter. She also asked the copy 
of the resignation letter, if any. It is the case of the 
management that the original resignation letter has been 
lost in the bank and the bank filed the photocopy of the 
letter as mark A, containing the legible contends of the , 
letter and the signature of the workman on it. 

The workman has claimed that she approached the 
bank very promptly without any delay. Delay in 
approaching the bank in any case depends on the facts 
and circumstances of the case. No hard and fast rule can 
be laid down for such purpose. It is the admitted fact that 
workman was informed by the bank on 21 -10-1992 that she 
stands relieved from the service on account of acceptance 
of her resignation letter dated 6-8-1992. It is a very strong 
circumstances that upto 7-12-92 almost for two and half 
months, the workman kept mum of her resignation letter, 
which is the conduct of the workman against the normal 
behavior of a man of prudent in the natural course. If a 
workman has received a letter that she is relieved from the 
service on account of acceptance of her resignation letter, 
had she not given the resignation letter, she would have 
aback of the relieving letter and approached the competent 
authority without any delay. The man of prudent under the 
normal circumstances should not have behave in the 
manner, Smt. Swama did by not mentioning and disputing 
the same bef ore the prescribed authority for two and half 
months. So it was the after thought of Smt. Swama which 
was added by the fact that the original resignation letter 
was lost in the bank which prompted her to make the 
representation that she has not resigned at all. 

The proceedings before the Tribunal are altogether 
different then the proceedings before the Criminal or the 
Civil Courts. Before the Tribunal or in the departmental 
proceedings, provisions of law of evidence are not 
applicable as such, but rules of evidence are applicable. 
While applying the rules of evidence, the Tribunal has to 
determine whether there is a nexus between the act of 
resignation, accepting it and relieving the workman from 
the services. Photocopy of the resignation letter is on 
record as mark A and its contents is clearly legible. This 
letter is signed by the wokman, as claimed by the 
management, and the signatures of Smt. Swarna are 
matching with her admitted signatures on her affidavit 
Ex. W1 and on letter dated 7-12-92. Thus, on account of 
agitating the matter quite late after two and half months by 
getting opportunity to agitate the matter on account of 
lost of original resignation letter from the bank and on 
matching the signatures of Smt. Swama, I am of view, that 
there is a great nexus in the fact that the Smt. Swama 
resigned to escape herself from any departmental liability 
in the case for attempting of burglary and theft and the fact 
that her resignation letter was duly forwarded by the 
manager on 17-9-92 and accepted by the disciplinary 


authority on 21 -10-92 and the decision was communicated 
to her on 21-10-92. Thus, on the basis of the above 
discussion, I am of the view, that Smt. Sawama has resigned 
from the services on 6-8-92. She herself had not withdrawn 
the resignation letter dated 6-8-92 before its acceptance on 
21-10-92 and the resignation letter became final as soon as 
it was accepted and the workman stands relieved from the 
services. Thus, the reference is negatively answered that 
the claim of Smt. Swama Ex-Sweeperess, that she has not 
resigned from the job but the bank-management has illegally 
terminated his services w.e.f. 21-10-92 is not correct. She 
has voluntarily resigned the job on 6-8-92 which was 
accordingly accepted as per the rules of the bank. Let the 
Central Government be informed. File be consigned. 

G K. SHARMA, Presiding Officer 

M ferft, 20 2008 

<ST.3?T. 3327,-3tWlPl* fTTK 1947 

(1947 *Sf>T 14) «IRT 17 ^ ft' T T4T4 

%FTeT ^ 
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-ami 13TT i 

2012/85/1991 

New Delhi, the 20th November, 2008 

S.O. 3327. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 77/91) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court No. 1, Chandigarh as shown in the Annexurc, in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Punjab National Bank and their 
workmen, which was received by the Central Government 
on 20-11-2008. 

[No. L-12012/85/1991-IR(B-I I)| 
KAMAL BAKHRU, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRIGYANENDRA KUMAR SH ARM A 
PRESIDING OFFICER, CENTRALGOVERNMENT 

INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR 
COURT-1, CHANDIGARH 

Case No. l.D. 77/91 

Sh. Rai Singh, S/o Sh. Baldev Singh R/o Village Chohra, 
The Garhshankar District Hoshiarpur ...Applicant 

Versus 

Zonal Manager, Punjab National Bank, Zonal Office, 
Gandhi Market, Ludhiana ...Respondent 
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APPEARANCES 

For tlie Workman Sh. M.L. Basoor 

For the Management Sh. N.K. Zakhmi 

AWARD 

Passed on 5-11 -2008 

! I 

-Government of India vide notification No. L-12012/ 
85/9 l|-IR (Bj-11) dated 25-6-91 referred the following 
industrial dispute for judicial adjudication of this 
Tribunal:— 1 

! 

I “Whether the action of the Chief Manager, Punjab 

National Bank, Ludhiana in dismissing the services 

of Sh. kai Singh S/o Sh. Baldev Singh, Peon w.e.f. 

25-9-89 is legal and justified? If not, to what relief the 

concerned workman is entitled and from what date ?” 

The ca;e of the workman in nut shell is that he was 
employed in i he bank as Class-IV employee on 5-3-86 and 
was pjosted £t Phagwara Branch of the Bank. A charge 
sheet iwas issued to him on^-S-SS by Chief Manager, 
Punjab National Bank, G. T. Road Phagwara containing 
some jcharges. He answered the charges but the Chief 
Manajger without considering the reply started the 
departmental proceedings in the form of enquiry in haste. 
No opportunity of being heard was given to him. He was 
not afforded the opportunity for adducing the defense 
evidence. Afler the completion of formalities of enquiry, 
the disciplinary authority without giving proper 
opportunity a id without affording opportunity of personal 
hearinjg inflic ed the punishment for his dismissal from the 
services w.e.l ‘ 25-9-89. He also filed the appeal but the 
appea was dismissed. The entire enquiry proceedings are 
against the principles of natural justice, viod and illegal. 
He hak calimed to be entitled for reinstatement into the 
services with full back wages. 

The management appeared and apposed all the 
contents of Statement of claim by stating that proper 
opportunity \yas given to the workman. Two dates were 
afforded to erjable him to engage a defense representative. 
He wajs failed to appoint any defense representative, and 
thereafter, he jhimself cross-examined all the witnesses of 
the bapk. The witness he produced in defense was also 
cross-examined. After the enquiry proceedings and before 
the findings df the enquiry (enquiry report), he was also 
afforded the opportunity for submitting his briefs. The 
briefs were submitted and after considering them, enquiry 
report was £iven. It has also been alleged by the 
management that the charge against the workman were 
very gfave in nature. He has misappropriated the money of 
the bank by committing the fraud with the bank. He stole 
two cheques Nos. 887227 and 887452 and filled in them in 
his oWn hanc$writing and with the help of his colleague 


Sh. Gopal Krishan, Sweeper, misappropriated the amount 
withdrawn fraudulently. Considering the nature of 
mosconduct, he was dismissed from the service and 
accordingly, appeal against the dismissal order was also 
dismissed. 

Both of the parties were afforded the opportunity for 
adducing evidence. Workman and the then Bank Manager 
were examined before this Tribunal. Complete enquiry report 
is on record. 

I have heard learned counsels for the parties. Learned 
counsel for the workman has stressed again and again on 
the issue that both of the cheques which were said to be 
stolen were in the almirah of Bank Manager. There was no 
occasion to the workman to bring these cheques from the 
almirah of Manager and misappropriated the amount from 
any account in the bank. The Manager was equally 
responsible for the losing of cheques and the action was 
taken only aginst the workman. 

Learned counsel for the workman has also argued 
that on repeated request that the proceedings of the enquiry 
be initiated either in Hindi or Gurtnukhi, the proceedings 
were held in English language against the interest of the 
workman. Workman is 8th Class pass and he is not so 
conversant with English language to understand the nature 
of enquiry, so it was the violation of the rules of principle 
of natural justice and on this ground the departmental 
proceedings should be vitiated. • 

Learned counsel for the workman has further argued 
that there is no confessional statement given by the 
workman, whereas, the enquiry officer has given the finding 
on the basis of confessional statement alone. 

Learned counsel has relied upon the following case 

laws: 

1. The Ambala Board of Education and another 
Vs. Beant Singh, SLR 1982(2) (Pb. & llry.) 
Page 317. 

2. P. Sreeramulu and another Vs. P. Jaganmohan 
Reddy, C.J. and Sambasiva Rao, J„ AIR 1970 
Page 114. 

3. Ram Kumar Vs. State of Haryana, Lab I.C. 1987, 
AIR 1987 Supreme Court 2043 Page 1890. 

4. DayaNand College for Women Vs. The Stale of 
Haryana, RSJ 1995 (1) Page 798. 

5. N. Sundaramurthy and Others Vs. The 
Lieutenant Governor of Pondicherry and another 
1990 (6) SLR PageNo.212. 

6. Channabasappa Basappa Happali Vs. The State 
of Mysore, A1R 1972 Supreme Court Page No. 
32. 
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7. Managing Committee, Khalsa High School Vs. 
Presiding Officer, Schools Tribunal, Punjab and 
othen^ 2008 (1) SCT Page No. 539. 

8. Rao Rallapalli Vs. State of Andhra Pradesh SLR 
1968 Page 77. 

9. Salya Prakash Varshney, Junior Engineer Vs. 
Union of India and others, 1980 (3) SLR 1968 
Page No. 64. 

10. M. L. Duggal Vs. The Netaji Subhash National 
Institute of Sports, Patiala and others 1992 (1) 
RSJ Page No. 69. 


forged the signature of the depositor on front as 
well as backside of the cheque and got it passed 
from the Passing Officer, Shri J. S. Bagga after 
entering the amount in the ledgersheet. The said 
entry was made by you in the Teller Card of SF 
A/c No. 44946 and SF Long Book No. 4 also on 
12-3-1988. You picked up unauthorisedly token 
No. 53 with the fraudulent motive and obtained 
the payment of this cheque from Head Cashier 
through Shri Gopal Krishan, Sweeper of the 
branch.” 

“On 30-3-1988 you obtained the payment of 
cheque No. 887452 through Shri Gopal Krishan 
for Rs. 10,000 (Rs. Ten Thousand only) purported 
to have been issued froth SF A/c No. 45661, against 
token No. 2 which was picked up by you 
unauthorisedly with the fraudulent motive. The 
said cheque was taken out of cheque book having 
leave from 887451 to 450 stolen by you from the 
Bank. You filled in the cheque in your handwriting 
& forged the signatures of the depositor on frohg 
as well as back of the cheque along with the 
signatures of the Passing Officer. You made the 
entry of the cheque in SF Long Book No. 4 on the 
said date.” 


I have gone through all the case laws referred by 
learned counsel for the workman. Most of the cases are 
not relevant in the instant case because the facts and 
circumstances are altogether different. Whereas, the cases 
which are under Section 311 of the Constitution relating to 
the principle of natural justice shall be complied with as to 
the ratio part of the judgment while answering this 
reference. 

Learned Counsel for the management has argued 
that the finding of the Enquiry Officer is not only based on 
confessional statement but also on the other evidence given 
b efore the Enquiry Officer. 

1 have perused the entire materials on record. The 
main questions before this Tribunal for determination are 
as follows: 

1. Whether enquiry was conducted by the enquiry 
officer in a fair and reasonable manner, and 
whether there has Been no violation of any rules 
of principle of natural justice ? 

2. Whether the enquiry officer has rightly given 
the finding on both of the charges to be well 
proved ? If yes, its effects. 

3. Whether disciplinary authority was justified in 
giving the punishment of dismissal from the 
services ? 

4. To what relief, if any is the workman entitled ? 

I am answering these issues one by one : 

I have gone through the entire enquiry file. The 
workman was charged on two counts as follows :— 

“On 12-3-1988, you stole a loose cheque No. 

887227, filled in for payment of Rs. 7000 (Rs. Seven 

Thousand only) from SF Account No 44946. You 


Opportunity was given to answer the charge sheet. 
The copy of the charge sheet was also provided to the 
workman. The workman answered the chargesheet on 
6-6-88, denying the withdrawal of any amount namely Rs. 
10,000 and 7000 on both of the cheques No. 887227 and 
887452 but has admitted in his reply that he filled in both of 
the cheques. He has also been stated that Sh. Gopal 
Krishan, Sweeper brought the cheques to him and asked 
him to fill it for the customer. He had not seen the customer 
but filled in the cheques. 

Dissatisfying with this answer, enquiry was 
instituted and every possible opportunity during the 
enquiry was given to the workman. The proceedings 
shows that he was given the opportunity to appoint 
any defense representative. On account of his failure to 
appoint any defense representative, Enquiry Officer 
proceeded further ensuring the full opportunity of Being 
heard to the workman. The workman was present in 
person on every date. He cross-examined all the 
witnesses. He was also given the opportunity for 
adducing defence witness and, accordingly, he adduced 
one defence witness as well. After providing the 
opportunity for briefs, the Enquiry Officer gave the 
finding on both of the charges as well proved. 
Disciplinary authority after providing the opportunity 
of personal hearing on the proposed punishment passed 
the punishment of dismissal of the workman from the 
services. 
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It was (for the first time before the appellate authority 
that Workman raised the issue of language. Once again, 
afters afford fig the opportunity of being heard, his appeal 
was also dismissed. 


The workman has claimed that he is not conversant 
withj the English language but, surprisingly, all his 
communication with the Enquiry Officef is in English. 
He jmswened the charge sheet in English. Entire 
proceeding* are in English. The show cause notice is in 
English, till the time of punishment, he was 
understand ng the English language very well and it 
was just aft< sr the infliction of punishment that he became 
incojiversai it with English language. Surprisingly, the 
meniorandi m of appeal in which he has complained that 
the Enquiry Officer has ignored his request to conduct 
the fnquir) either in Hindi or in Gurumukhi has also 
beer} drafted in English language. So, I am not inclined 
to accept 1 he contention of learned counsel for the 
workman tl at as the enquiry proceedings were not held 
in Gjurumukhi or Hindi, there has been the violation of 
principle of natural justice and the enquiry report should 
be quashed only on this ground. The act of workman by 
making a request in English language to the appellate 
authority that the enquiry proceedings should not have 
beeij in English language shows that it is just a casual 
statement fnd just a face wash by the workman. No 
prejudice h^s been caused to him. 


On perusal of entire materials on record, I am of the 
view that at every stage of enquiry, the Enquiry Officer has 
afforded the opportunity of being heard and there seems 
to no violation of any right of principle of natural justice. 
Enquiry was conducted in a fair and reasonable manner as 
provided uijder the rules. 


Now t have to answer the issue No. 2 whether the 
Enquiry Officer has rightly given the finding as both of 
the (jhargeslwell proved. A careful perusal of the enquiry 
repdrt and |its proceedings shows that Enquiry Officer 
has given its finding on the evidence recorded by him 
as wlell as the admission of the workman. The witness of 
the bank $h. J. S. Bagga was examined and cross- 
examined ip detail. He stated categorically, how it was 
possible td have the possession of cheques by the 
workman apd to get the amount of Rs. 17,000 withdrawn 
fro nil the b*nk fraudulently. There is no in consistency 
andlno othfer evidence which give this opportunity to 
the tfribunil for raising any adverse inference in entire 
evidence ojf Mr. Bagga. He has given evidence on the 
opportunity of getting cheques, on handwriting of the 
workman zjnd on maintaining the ledger and relevant 
record relating to the two cheques by the workman. 
Moreover, the two facts have been admitted by the 


workman. First is fill in the cheques in his own 
handwriting and another is deposition of the amount in 
the bank. The documents containing the entries of 
withdrawal of Rs. 17,000 on the basis of these two 
cheques are also on record. A careful perusal of the oral 
and documentary evidence shows that the Enquiry 
Officer has not given the finding o n the basis of the 
admission of the workman alone but he h as perused the 
entire evidence on record including th»e admission of 
workman. It is true that workman has st ated that he has 
deposited the amount under pressure of the Enquiry 
Officer and appellate authorities, but there is no idea of 
evidence which proved that workman deposited the 
amount under some coercion or pressure. 

thus, on perusal of the entire materials on record, 1 
am of the view that the Enquiry Officer has rightly held 
both of the charges well proved against the workman and 
1 find no reason to interfere in the fi nding of the Enquiry 
Officer. 

I am also unable to accept the contention to learned 
counsel for the workman that this act; fraudulent withdrawn 
was also due to the negligent act of the manager and no 
action against the manager was ta'iceu by the bank which 
raised a doubt that workman was wrongly implicated to 
the same bank manager, because t,b e inaction or negligent 
act of the bank Manager cannot dilute the misconduct of 
the workman. Without commen’ring on the conduct of the 
Manager concerned (not wit hin the purview of this 
Tribunal in this reference), 1 an.i authorized by law only to 
held that conduct of the Manager will not affect the 
misconduct of this workman which is proved beyond 
doubt. 

The workman committed a gross misconduct by 
fraudulently withdrawing Rs. 17,000 on the basis of two 
cheques. He entered the entries in the cheque, made the 
entries in the ledger register and concerned documents 
and then withdrew the amount by influencing the 
officials of the bank by Inis position. Such type of 
misconduct particularly in the financial institutions like 
bank should be dealt with severely. Accordingly, 1 am 
of the view that the disciplinary authority was justified 
on inflicting the punishment of dismissal from the 
services of the workman after affording him the 
opportunity of personal hearing on proposed 
punishment. There is no occasion for this Tribunal to 
interfere in the punishment inflicted by the disciplinary 
authority and accordingly, the workman is not entitled 
to any relief from this Tribunal. 

The reference is accordingly answered. Let Central 
Government be informed for the publication of this award 
and, thereafter, file be cosigned. 

G. K. SHARMA, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 20th November, 2008 

S.O. 3328. —in pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 95/91) 
of the Central GovemmentlndustrialTribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, No. 1 Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure, in 
the industrial dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of New Bank of India and their workmen, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
20-11-2008. 

[No. L-12012/67/1991 -IR (B-II)] 
KAMAL BAKHRU, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRIG YANENDRA KUMAR SHARMA 
PRESIDING OFFICER, INDUSTRIAL TRIBUN AL- 

CUMLABOUR COURT-1 CHANDIGARH 

Case No. I.D. 95/91 

Shri Balbir Singh S/o Shri Tek Chand Sharma 25- Sant 
Nagar, Civil Line, Ludhiana (Punjab) 

., .Applicant 

\ 

Versus 

The Regional Manager, New Bank of India, Regional 
Office Bhatinda . ....Respondent 

APPEARANCES 

For the Workman: Sri T.C. Sharma 

For the management: Sri Rajesh Gupta 

AWARD 

PASSED ON: 3-11-2008 

Government of India vide notification no. L 12012/ 
67/91-IR (B-II) dated 26-7-91 referred the following 
industrial dispute to this Tribunal for judicial 
adjudication:— 

“Whether the claim of Shri Balbir Singh that he 
was an employee of the New Bank of India is correct ? If 
so whether the management of the New Bank of India was 
justified in terminating his services? What relief if any, is 
the workman entitled to?” 
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From the vary language of the reference it is clear 
that main question for determination before this Tribunal 
is whether Shri Balbir Singh was the employee of the New 
Bank of India ? The workman stated himself as employee 
of the bank and allegedly worked with thebank from 
24-5-84 to 19-6-85 as SPO for watch and ward duty. Total 
period of working days comes to over an year. The bank 
has been amalgamated with the Punjab National Bank and 
services of the employees of New Bank of India have been 
transferred to the Punjab National Bank with the same 
tenure and with the same rights and privileges w.e.f. 1993. 
It has also been stated by the workman that he worked 
throughout the period under the adminstrative control of 
the Branch Manager like other employees posted in the 
branch and worked for safety and securityof the bank as 
gun retainer/armed guard. He was paid by the bank directly 
The bank terminated his seveice on 19-6-95, illegally, 
without notice or retrenchment compensation in violation 
of provisions of Section 25F, 25G, 25-H and 25-N of 
Industrial Disputes Act, hence, this reference. 

The management of New Bank of India (now 
amalgamated with Punjab National Bank) filed the written 
statement and opposed all the facts mentioned in the 
statement of claim filed by the workman. It was stated by 
the management in written statement that keeping in view 
the extra-ordinary law and order situation in the State of 
Punjab, and with a view to appropriate security of the 
banks in the State of Punjab, the then Advisor to the 
Governor of Punjab, Shri Surinder Nath had meeting with 
the senior officers of all the banks in the State on 27-3-84. 
In this meeting the matter how to provide the security to 
various branches of all the banks was considered and 
certain decisions were taken. On the basis of the decisions 
taken on 27-3-84. Senior Superintendent of Police of every 
District was supposed to recruit SPO’s under Section 17 of 
the Police Act, 1861 to be deputed to every branch of the 
bank. No. salary was to be given to the SPO but they were 
given the honorarium of Rs. 15/- per day, which was 
subsequently enhanced to Rs. 30/- per day, through the 
Superintendent of Police. Thus, in compliance of the 
decisions taken on 27-3-84 SSP, Firozpur after taken 
interview of Balbir Singh, appointed him as SPO in the 
concerned branch of New Bank of India and 
accordingly,the honorarium was paid by the bank through 
SSP Firozpur. When the services of SPO Shri Balbir Singh 
were not required, this arrangement was discontinued. The 
workman was not employee of the bank, thus, no question 
of his termination arose. There was no master-servant 
relationship between Shri Balbir Singh and the bank and 
accordingly, the bank was not obliged to issue any notice 
to the workman on discontinuation of his services 
provided to the bank. 

Both of the parites adduced the oral evidence. 
Management of respondent also preferred to file certain 
documents. Annexure-1 is the appointment letter issued 
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Anpexure-3 is the copy of the judgment dated 9-7-1991 
passed in CWP No. 161/98 by Punjab and Haryana High 
Cojirt by S J. Bench. Annexure 4 is the copy of the judgment 
datjd 25-11-93 passed by the Punjab and Haryana High 
Coirt in Sukhdev Singh and othres Vs. State of Punjab 
anc others The minutes of meeting between Shri Surinder 
Na h Advisor to the Governor of the Punjab and all the 
off cers of the banks dated 27-3-84 has also been filed by 
the manag ement. In compliance of the decision taken in 
the meetirg, the Inspector Gemeral of Punjab, C.I.D. 
Pur jab, directed all the Senior Superintendents of Police 
in F unjab a nd Superintendents of Police at Kapurthala and 
Ropar for i ecruitment of security guards and posted at the 
var os brar ches of the bank, The copy of this letter is also 
oniecord. 

| I haye perused the entire evidence oral and 
documentary and other materials on record. The decision 
wh( ther th<: workman was an employee of the bank is very 
easy to answer from the plain reading of the documents 
file by the t lanagement,. Form Annexure-1, it is clear, that 
the kvorkm in Shri Balbir Singh was appointed by the 
Sen or Sup erintendent of Police Firozpur under Section 17 
oftfe Police Act 1861 for specifice purpose to provide the 
sect rity to 1 he bank in the adverse law and order situation. 
Thi:i appointment letter was issued on acoount of the 
decision tacen in the meeting in between Shri Surinder 
Natl t the th m Advisor of The Governor of Punjab and the 
offi< ers of 2 11 the banks. The minutes of the decisions taken 
on 27-3-84 mntains clause 4 which provides as follows:— 

“It wi II be made plain to all individuals employed on 
this d Tty that they are not regular employees of the 
bank i rnd should not, therefore, harbour in their minds 
any c aim for permanent employment or other 
concessions which are available to Bank 
j employees. However, as and when a Bank security 
1 force is raised, they will be given preference in the 
; matter of recruitment provided they are found fit 
j otherwise and their performance has been upto the 
j mark < luring this period. Employment as SPO is not 
a regular government service. It is only an adhoc 
arrang ement which has been provided in the Police 
| Act to tide over a difficult law and order situation 
| and the money proposed to be paid to them is not 
I a salary but actual ly an honorarium for meeting out 
j their pjocket expenses etc.” 

As extra force was required for the protection and 
secuiity of tie banks in Punjab, it was decided that the 
recruitment shall be made by the SSP concerned and 
hono-arium shall paid by the bank through SSP. 

i Thus, pn perusal of the entire materials on record 
the fqllowin| facts are clearly establised:— 

j( 1) That the workman was recruited/appointed by SSP, 
Firozpur and not by the management of the bank. 


on the direction of the SSP on account of the 
decision made in the meeting dated 27-3-84 for 
specific purpose to provide the safety and 
security to the bank . 

(3) No pay or salary was determined but only 
honorarium was to be paid to the workman and 
the rate of honorarium was Rs. 15/- thereafter, 
Rs. 30/- and it was further enhanced. 

(4) The honorarium was paid to the workman through 
SSP, it was not directly paid to the workman. 

(5) The workman as SPO was under the administrative 
control ofthe SSP and not of the manager of the 
concerned branch. 

Thus, on the basis of the above, no employer- 
employee relationship exised between the bank and the 
workman and it cannot be claimed that he was the employee 
ofthe bank. Moreover, this issue whether theSPO’sare 
the Government employees has been finally decided by 
the Hon’ble Punjab and Haryana High Court LPA No. 
209/92 Gurdeep Singh and others Vs. State of Punjab and 
others. While dealing with the cases of SPO’s, Hon’ble 
the Punjab and Haryana Hight Court in the said judgment 
held as under:— 

“Further, in dealing with this matter, it must be 
appreciated that special police officers were 
appointed to deal with special situation of temporary 
nature. In appointing them, no regular cadre was 
constituted. They, of course, constitute a special 
class, separate and distinct from regular police 
officers, but they can be no means to be compared 
to regular police officers in the matter of enrolment, 
training, discipline or even pay scales.” 

On the basis of the above observation Hon’ble the 
Division Bench of High Court decline to regularize the 
services of SPOs. 

It is true that Hon’ble the Division Bench of Punjab 
and Haryana High Court passed the above order in an 
appeal against the order and judgment of a Single Judge 
Bench of High Court of Punjab and Haryana dated 
9-7-1991 directing the State Government to pay the same 
salaries at the same rate at which the guards employed by 
the banks or the constables recruited by the States are 
paid. Through this order Hon’ble the Division Bench of 
Punjab and Haiyana High Court settled the issue that the 
SPO’s are not entitled for the same pay as that of the 
constables and security gurads for the reasons mentioned 
in the judgment as referred above. Hon’ble High Court 
has specifically held that SPO’s cannot be treated as 
Govt, servant. 

Thus, on the basis of the above observation, 1 am of 
the view that neither shri Balbir Singh was recruited nor 
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terminated by the bank. The services of Shri Balbir Singh 
were provided by die State, through SSP Firozpur, to the 
bank for a specific purpose regarding security concern. 
He was not under the administratve control of the bank 
and nor paid the wages by the bank directly. As per the 
scheme of the State of Punjab honorarium was paid to him 
and that was through the SSP Firozpur. Accordingly, I 
have no hesitation to hold that Shri Balbir Singh was not 
an employee ofthe New Bank of India (now Punjab National 
Bank) and he is not entitled to any relief. The reference is 
accordingly answered. Let the Central Government be 
informed. File be consigned. 

G K. SHARMA, Presiding Officer 
21 W3R, 2008 

^T.3TT. 3329.-3ft€ilPl+ iW^ 1947 

(1947 14) qm 17 ^ 

3TPF5 - 5^1 ^ RT35 qf>4<hKT 

^TFTTeFT T. 2, '5^ ^ "T^R (RK4 
RT. 2/52/2006) IFPlfrld ^ RP3FTR 

21--11-2008 ^ffl «n 1 

[RT. t^-12012/65/2006-3Tl|3TR (R&-II) 

w, stPmd' 

New Delhi, the 21st November, 2008 

S.O. 3329.—In Pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Reference No. 
2/52/2006) ofthe Central Government Indistrial Tribunal 
No. 2, Mumbai as shown in the annexure in the industrial 
dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Bank of India and their workmen, which 
was received by the Central Government on 21 -11 -2008. 

[No.L-12012/65/2006-IR(B-II)] 
KAMAL BAKHRU, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 

INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. 2, MUMBAI 

Present : A. A. Lad, Presiding Officer 
Reference No. CGIT-2/52 of 2006 

EMPLOYERS IN RELATION TO THE 
MANAGEMENT OF BANK OF INDIA 

The Deputy General Manager, 

Bank of India 
Mumbai, South Zone 
70-80, M.G. Road 
Bank of India Building 
Mumbai-400023. 


And 

Their Workmen 

Shri Suresh Vasnani 

Room No. 5, Barrack No. 1683, 

Section 25 

Behind Mahavir Hospital 
Ulhasnagar 421004. 

Dsitt. Thane (MS). 

APPEARANCES 

' For the Employer : Mr. L.L. D’ Souza 

Representative 

For the Workmen : No Appearance 

Mumbai, dated 4th November, 2008 
AWARD 

1. The Government of India, Ministry of Labour, by 
its Order No. L-12012/65/2006-lR(B-lI)dated 15-09-2006 in 
exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of sub¬ 
section (1) and sub-section 2 (A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 have referred the following 
dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication :— 

“Whether the action of the Management of Bank 
of India, Mumbai South Zone, Mumbai in imposing 
the compulsory retirement punishment to Shri Suresh 
Vasnani w.e.f. 10-10-2001 is justified? If not, 
what relief the workman, Shri Suresh Vasnani is 
entitled to?” 

2. After receipt of reference, notices were 
sent to both parties. Exhibit-4 & Exhibit-8 reveals that, it 
was served on workman. However, since beginning he is 
absent. Claim Statement is not filed and no other supporting 
case is made out to allow the reference. Looking his absence 
1 do not find it necessary to proceed with the reference, 
hence the order: 

ORDER 

Referene is disposed of for want of prosecution. 

Date: 04-11-2008 

A. A. LAD, Presiding Officer 
21 2008 

^T.3TT, 3330.—3Tfaft*R, 1947 (1947 
3TT 14) «TRT 17 ^ 4*, if&R ^ 

^ WRT3T ^ RTO - fr -r fa - uT $ «ftrL 

3FJW 3 3ftdr<l4 4' RTFETC 3ftfllPl4» 
^ T^R (RK*f WIT 84/2006) ^ 
WfVltf ft, # RTR^K 21-11- 2008 ^¥(1 
13TT «TT ! 

[RT. t^r-12012/180/2000-3^. 3TR(^1I) ] 

Wm mSF-, 3lftT4? it 
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New Delhi, the 21 st November, 2008 

S.O. 3330.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref No. 84/2006) 
of Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Courjt, Ernakulam as shown in the Annexure, in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
man'cjgementj of Indian Bank and their workmen, which was 
received by tjhe Central Government on 21 -11-2008. 

[No. L-12012/180/2000-IR(B-1I)] 
KAMAL BAKHRU, Desk Officer 

; ANNEXURE 

in ithe Central government industrial 

TRJBUNAIXUM-LABOUR COURT, ERNAKULAM 


Present: Shri. P.L. Norbert, B.A., LL.B., Presiding Officer 
(Monday the 22nd day of September, 2008/ 
31 st ^hadra jada, 1930) 


jfl.D. N|> 
Workman; : 


Marjagemeht: 


I.D. 84 of 2006 

10/2001 ofLabourCourt,Erankulam) 

K. V. Unnikrishnan, 

S/o Kannan. V. V., 

Vandichal House, 

Near Railway Station, 

Pappinisseri. P. O., 

Kannur-670 561 

By Adv. H.B. Shenoy 

The Zonal Manager, 
lnidan Bank, 

Zonal Office, 

Anandhi, Chittoor Road, 


I By Adv. S. Easwaran. 

! This <jase coming up for final hearing on 18-9-2008, 
this Tribunal on 22-9-2008 passed the following: 

AWARD 

This ts a refemce made under Section 10 (1) (d) of 
Industrial Disputes Act, The reference is:— 

i “Whether the claim of the disputant, Shri K.V. Unni 
K.ris|man that he was engaged as a Casual/ 
Temporary Sub-staff by the management of Indian 
Bank (Pappinisseri Branch) during the period from 
16-7-1979 to 11 -1-1997 is factually correct? Whether 
his claim for reinstatement and regularisation in 

I Bank’s service is justified and legal ? If not, to what 
relief is the disputant concerned entitled to?” 

2, TIfe facts of the case in brief are as follows:— 
Sri. K.V. Lnni Krishnan was a Peon of Indian Bank 
Pappinisse(i Branch. According to him he was engaged 
fforh 16-7-1979 to 11-1-1997 against a permanent vacancy 
and; he was! doing work of a permanent nature. He worked 
continuously with artificial breaks of one or two days in a 
mo^th. Wnile so he was retrenched from service on 
11-1-1997 without complying with S.25-F of I.D. Act. While 


the workman was retrenched his juniors were retained 
violating S.25-G of the I.D. Act. Besides new hands were 
taken without re-employing the workman violating 
S. 25-H of I.D. Act. The workman at several times made 
representation to the management to absorb him in service. 
But no steps were taken in that regard by the management. 
The termination is illegal and the workman is entitled to be 
re-instated and regularised in service with back wages and 
continuity of service and other attendant benefits. 

3. On the other hand the management contends that 
the workman had not worked 240 days in any year of his 
service. He was not retrenched from service on 11-1-1997. 
He had worked only up to April, 1983. His service was not 
continuous. The bank had decided to offer one time 
opportunity for empanelment of temporary employees. This 
was in pursuance to Government guidelines. Bank has 
issued a circular and publised notice in the notice boards 
of other branches and in newspaper calling for applications 
from temporary employees for the purpose of empanelment 
provided the applicants had worked 90 days or more during 
1-1-1982 to 31-12-1989. The worker had also applied. 
However, he had worked only 57 days during the period. 
Hence his application was rejected. Since the workman has 
not worked 240 days continuously in a year he is also not 
entitled to the protection of Section 25-F of the I.D. Act. 
There is no violation of either S. 25-G or H of I.D. Act. 
Therefore, the workman is not entitled for any relief. 

4. In the light of the above contentions the following 
points arise for consideration : 

1. Is the claimant entitled for empanelment of 

temporary employees? 

2. Has he worked continuously for 240 days 

preceding retrenchment? 

3. Whether the management has violated S. 25-F, G 

and H of I.D. Act? 

4. Reliefs, if any? 

The evidence consists of documents Ext. M-l to 
M-5 on the side of the management, Ext. W1 on the side of 
the workman and Court Exts. X-l to X-6. 

5. Point No.l: The workman was engaged by the 
Bank as Peon since 16-7-1979. This fact is admitted. But 
continuous service and the date bf retrenchment claimed 
by the workman are denied by the bank. The Ministry of 
Finance by Ext.X-1 Guidelines had directed all public sector 
banks to stop appointment of temproary employees and to 
go by the approach paper in Ext.X 1 on the issue of temporary 
employees. Based on the guidelines the bank has issued 
Ext.X-4 circular regarding empanelment. As per the circular 
those temporary employees who had worked for 90 days 
or more during the period from 1-1-1982 to 31 -12-1989 were 
entitled for empanelment. There was a memorandum of 
settlement under Section 18(3) of I.D. Act reached between 
management and the unions in the presence of Assistant 
Labour Commissioner, Madras on 6-7-1992 (Ext.X5). The 
settlement was with regard to the empanel-ment of 
temporary employees. Ext.M-1 is copy of application dated 
30-10-1992 of worker for empanelment. AsperExt.Ml his 
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period of service is 91 days between 16-7-1979 and 
31-12-1989. Whereas as per Ext.X-5 settlement and X-4 
circular the period of service required is 90 days during 
1-1-1982 to 31-12-1989. Ext.M2 is the representation of 
the workman to the General Manager (Admn.) wherein he 
stated that he was disengaged by the bank in 1983 and he 
had not completed 120 days then. He was making a request 
to reconsider his name for temporary engagement in view 
of the decision of the bank to empanel temporary 
employees. Ext.M2 is dated 13-3-1996. In Ext.M2 he has 
no case that he had worked upto 1997 or up to 1989. 
Ext. M3 is another representation to the Zonal Manager 
dated 26-12-1996 where he stated that he had worked as 
temporary sub-staff in Pappiniseri branch for more than 
90 days between July 1979 and April 1983. Ext.M3 go 
against his claim in the application, Ext.Ml wherein he 
c laims that he had worked 91 days between 16-7-1979 and 
31-12-1989. Exts. M4 and M5 are letters of Chief Manager 
to Zonal Office (Personnel Department) informing that 
the request of the workman for empanelment was 
considered for empanelment and rejected. Ext. Wl is 
original letter sent to the worker by the Pappiniseri Branch 
Manager on 5-3-1997 informing him that his representation 
for engagement as temporary sub-staff cannot be 
considered. Ext.X2 is a letter of Branch Manager 
Pappiniseri to Personnel Department, Zonal office 
intimating the details of break up of service of the workman. 
As per that letter he had worked a total period of 92 days 
from July 1979 to April 1983. The service is not continuous. 
In a month he had worked 6 or 7 days and sometimes less 
than that. Ext.X-3 is a copy of register of wages of 
temporary employees and Ext.X6 is the original register. 
As per that he had worked only 57 days during the period 
from 1-1-1982 to 31-12-1989. Going by the very 
r epresentation of the workman in Ext.M2 he had worked 
only up to April 1983. Within that period he had worked 
only 57 days, Naturally he is not eligible for consideration 
for empanelment which demands minimum service of 90 
days during the period from 1-1-1982 to 31-12-1989. Since 
he had not rendered service of 90 days during the relevant 
period his request could not be considered by the bank. 
It follows therefore that he is not entitled for empanelment. 

6. Point No. 2 and 3:— According to the workman he 
had worked 18 years as temporary sub-staff from 1979 to 
1997. However 1 have already mentioned that he had worked 
only up to April 1983 and as per Ext.X2 which shows break 
up of service a toatal period of 92 days alone he had worked 
from July 79 to April 83. Ext.X3 register of wages also 
confirm^ this fact. Unless the workman had worked 
continuously for a period of 240 days in an year preceding 
termination of service he cannot claim the protection of 
S.25-F of I D. Act. He had no continuous service and 
altogether he had worked only 92 days. Therefore he is not 
eligible to get the benefits of S.25-F. There is no evidence 
to show that any junior was retained by the bank while the 
workman was retrenched. So also there is equally no 
evidence that any new hands were taken after retrenchment 
of the workman as temporary peon. Hence there is no 
violation of either Section 25-F, G or H of I.D. Act. 

7. Point No.4:—See Award Portion. 


In the result an award is passed finding thgf tfie claim 
of the worker that he was engaged as a casual/temporary 
sub-staff in management bank during the period from 
16-7-1979 to 11-1-1997 is factually incorrect. The worker is 
not entitled either for reinstatement or for regularisation in 
service or for any other relief. 

The awafd will come into force one month after its 
publication in die official gazette. 

Dictated to the Personel Assistant, transcribed and 
typed by her, corrected and passed by me on this the 22nd 
day of September, 2008. 

P. L. NORBERT, Presiding Officer 

Appendix 

Witness for the Union - Nil 
Witness for the Management - Nil 

Exhibit for the Workman 

Wl - 8-10-2007 - Letter dated 5-3-1997 sent by the 
management to the workman. 

Exhibits for the Management 

Ml - 17-4-2008 - Copy of application format dated 
30-10-1992 ofthe workman. 

M2 -17-4-2008 - Copy of representation dated 13-3-1996 of 
the workman to the management. 

M3-17-4-2008-Copy of representation dated 26-12-1996 of 
the workman to the management. 

M4-17-4-2008-Copy of communication dated 26-04-1996 of 
the management. 

M5-17-4-2008-Copy of communication dated 15-2-2007 of 
the management. 

Court Exhibits 

X1 - Copy of letter No.F 3/3104/87-1R dated 16-08-1990 of 
M/o Finance (Copy ofthe guidelines issued by Govt, 
of India relating to regularization and absorption of 
Temporary employees in sub-staff cadre. 

X2- Copy of letter dated 20-08-1996 of Indian Bank, 
regarding details of engagement from 16-07-1979 to 
23-04-1983 

X3- Copy of register of wages. 

X4- Copy of Circular No. PRNL.99/1992 dated 12-10-1992 
issued by the personal department ofthe Management 
Bank. 

X5- Copy of Memorandum of settlement dated 06-07-1992 
between Management and Union before the ALC 
(Central), Chennai. 

X6- Original register of wages. 

^ 21 2008 

W.3?T. 3331, —1947 (1947 
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^ ^ -S# cb4<*>KT ^ 



6512 




4= 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: DECEMBER 13,2008/AGRAHAYANA22,1930 


[Part 11—Sec. 3(ii)] 


3 T^frr 2 w (wrf -$m 2/8/2008) 
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I [R ^-36011/3/2007-3^.3TR.(^-H) ] 


Dispute Act, 1947 have referred the following dispute to 
this Tribunal for adjudication:- 

“Whether the action of the management of 
Mormugao Port Trust, Goa in not granting promotion 
to Shri Natividade Pires, Sr. Store Keeper is legal and 
justified? If not, to what relief the workman is entitled 
for?” 


IndusUti; 
Govei 
of Cei 
as sho’ 
betw& 
Mormfc 
receivi 


New Delhi, the 21 st November, 2008 


33B 


Disp 
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niment h$re : 
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ddbythi 


qn 
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1.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
utes Act, 1947 (14 of J947), the Central 
:by publishes the award (Ref. No. 2/8/2008) 
eminent Industrial Tribunal No.2 Mumbai 
the Annexure, in the Industrial Dispute 
^nployers in relation to the management of 
rt Trust, Mid their workmen, which was 
Central Government on 21-11-2008. 

[No. L-36011/3/2007-IR (B-II)] 
KAMALBAKHRU, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 


i i 


BEiTT lE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL N02, MUMBAL 

Pres int: A.A. Lad, Presiding Officer 

R< ference No. CGIT-2/8 of 2008 


employers in relation to the Management of 
Mormi gao Po rt Trust 


The Ch a! 
Mormi j 
Headlai 
Goa 40! • 


irman 

igao Pop Trust 
dSadi 
804. 


And 


Their \^orkmeji 

T he Ge neral Secretary 

Mormi gao Pott & Railway Workers Union 

Main A dminisf ative Office Building 

Mormi gao Pojt Trust 

Headlaid Sad4 

Goa-40| 804. ! 

APPEARANCES 

For the pEmopl^yer : Mr. M;B. Anchan, Advocate. 

For the (workman : Mr. A. J. Peters, 

Representative 

CampJ Goa, dated 18th September,, 2008 

AWARD 

1 l The G Dvemment of India, Ministry of Labour, by 
its Order No. L- 3601 l/3/2007-IR(B-n)] dated 08-01 -2008 in 
exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) sub-section 
(1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of the Industrial 


2, Claim statement is filed in support of demand at 
Ex-9 Mid matter was posed for filling of written statement 
of the first party. 

3. Menawhile both parties appeared with settlement 
Ex-11 which was put up before Lokadalat conducted at 
Goa. Hence the order: 

ORDER 

Inview of Ex-10 & Ex-11, reference is disposed of in Lok¬ 
adalat conducted at Goa Camp. 

Date: 18-09-2008 
Camp: Goa 

A.A. LAD, Presiding Officer 
Proceedings of the Lok Adalat held at Goa on 18-9-08 
Panel Members 
Shri M.B. Amonkar - Advocate 
Ms. N. Lotlikar, Advocate 
Shri D.B. Ambekar - Advocate 
Reference No. CGJT-2/8/2008 

1. Mormugao Port Trust 

v/s 

2. Morumgao Port & Railway Workers union 

Since in matter has been settled and parties filed the 
settlement and requested the Hon’ble Tribunal to dispose 
of the reference, proceedings has been forwarded to 
Hon’ble Tribunal for Award 

A.J. PETERS, President 
Mormugao Port & Railway 
Worker’s Union 

M.B. ANCHAN, Advocate 
for the MPT 
J.B. DHAWALE, 
Dy. Secterary(lR) 

(Natividade Pires) 
Workman 
D. B. Ambekar, Advocate 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO-2, MUMBAI. 
Reference No. CGIT-2/8 of 2Q08. 

Mormugao Port Trust 

v/s. 

Mr. Natividade Pires, 
Workman/Materials 
Management Dept./MPT. 
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Terms of Settlement 
May it please your honour: 

The parties to the above reference have amicably settled 
the above reference in terms of the Office Order No. MM/ 
Gen/05/2008/150 dated 15-4-2008 issued by Chief 
Mechanical Engineer, Statutory, Authority for Materials 
Management Dept. A copy of said office order is annexed 
hereto as Ex. “A”. , 

It is therefore prayed that the above reference may 
be disposed of accordingly. 

Goa. 

Dated: 18-9-2008. 

A.J. PETERS, President 
Mormugao Port & Railway 
Worked Union 

P&B-.ANCHAN, Advocate 
for the MPT 

J.B. DHAWALE, 

Dy. Secretary(IR) 

i (Natividade Pires) 
Workman 

MM/GEN/05/2008/150 15-04-2008 

OFFICE ORDER 

In accepting the recommendations of the Review 
Departmental Promotion Committee held on 15-04-2008, 
Shri Natividade Pires, Sr. Storekeeper (D), EDP No. 123055, 
in the pay scale of Rs. 5500-200-6100-220-11380 is hereby 
promoted on regular basis to the post of Mat Asst. (D) in 
the pay scale of Rs. 6170-230-7320-245-11975 in the 
Materials Management Department with effect from the 
date he takes over the charge of the post. 

Shri Pires will be on probation for a period of 2 years 
as per the regulation in force. During the period of probation, 
he may be required to undergo such training and pass 
such test as the Board may prescribe from time to time. 

In the event Shri Pires desires fixation of pay on 
promotion intially under FR 22(i) (a) (i) and refixation on 
the accural of annual increment in the lower post, he should 
exercise his option within one month from the date of 
assuming the charge of the said higher post. The option, 
once exercised, shall be final and any option received 
thereafter will be treated as time bound. 

(K.C. Kuncheria) 
Chief Mechanical Engineer 
Statutory Authority for MM 


CCto: 

1. Secretary/MPT 

2. FA & CAO/MPT 

3. Personal file 

4. Pay Bill Clerk, MM Dept., —for necessary action 

5. Muster File. 

W*/*ft/05/2008/150 15-04-2008 

q KWfew 3TT^7T 

h 15 - 04-2008 ^ iwik rMt 

Rm>ifwY ^ ^ ^ 

123055, T. 5500-200- 

6100-220-11380 fsPFT 3*. 6170-230-7320- 

'245-11975 (^t) 

3TPIR "9T "'K <bl4*m U?> u l cikIoi ^ 

t I 

ftrfrrt ftreraR'fflwf ^ im ^ 

W1 Wl TT ftPlfffrT 3rf^T8J^T 3ITO «F*TT afo W 

FhiT i 

^ 22(i)(H)(i) ^ 

oRT frrtlcR Wl $ I T5er ^ 

e t>l4 1 HK U5 U I (Trfr®f 3^ Hit? 

I «n<! ftfvrft ^ «t>iwa1ri *1HT 

■sm^TT I 

(^. 3ft. drdfwi) 
^59 aifaifrn 

TTR ^ 3rifafa*T TUfN^Rt 

^Tft^fSRt/123055 

^rM/^rtRTMarr ..OT tirnwt (^t) 

.CCto: 

2. ^ TJ^a? 

3. 

4. 

5.0/C 

6. M/file 


To, 


Shri Natividade Pires, 
Sr. Storekeeper (Depot), 
EDP No. 123055, 

MM Dept./MPT. 


....Thro AMO (D) 


From: Natvidade Pires, 
Materials Assistant(D) 
EDP No. 123055, 
MM Dept., Baina. 
Date: 15-04-2008 
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To, 

The Materials Manager (I/c), 

Monjiugao Port Trust, 

I Bain^ Vasco Da Gama. 

i I Sub: Charge Report 

Sir, j | 

With reference to your office order No. MM/Gen/5/ 
200 5/150 d .15/4/2008.' 

I hav b to inform you Sir, that I have taken charge as 
Materials j Assistant (D) on regular basis in Depot w.e.f 
15-04-2008 F.N 

I am requesting you Sir, I want option 11 ufidef FR 

22(XaX0 

Thar king You, 

Yours faithfully, 
(NATIVIDADE PIRES) 

^f^#,21 2008 

r. 3332.—feral* 3?fafw?, 1947 (1947 
|4) Uft URT 17 ^ TRW 

W ’ !TO u4u>rY^ 

3 fam, 3 TRcFR sfRrrfW 3rftRTR*T 

^ (W& WTT 235/99) ^ T<ft l fV l t1 


^.1 




n 


^i,^(^^^R^K^21*-II-2008^'5in<T137T«lT 1 
[U W-1201 l/64-65/1999-3ni3dR(^-II>] 

37fUoFrfr 

flew Delhi, the 21 st November, 2008 

S 1332.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
isputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 235/99) 
il Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court No. t, Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure, in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of UCO Bank, and their workman, which was 
received by-the Central Government on 21 -11 -2008. 

[No. L-12011/64-65/1999-IR(B-II)] 

KAMAL BAKHRU, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BCFOKESHKIGYANENDRA KUMAR, SHARMA, 
PRESIDtVG OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT -1, 
CHANDDIGARH 


(2) The Deputy General Secretary, UCO Bank Employees’ 
Union, G.T. Road, Jalandhar City. 

.... Applicant 


Versus 

UCO Bank, the Zonal Manager, UCO Bank, Zonal Office, 
Chandigarh-160022 


.... Respondent 


APPEARANCES 

For the workman: Shri A.N. Vertrta 

For the management: Shri KX. Kaushik 

AWARD 

Passed on 5-9-2008 

The Central Government vide notification 
No. L-12011/64-65/1999-IR (B-lt), dated 28-10-1999 has 
referred the following dispute to this Tribunal for 
adjudication: 

“Whether the action of the management of UCO 

Bank id abolishing the post of Head Peon at UCO 

Bank branch at Rohtak is legal and justified? If not, 

what relief the aggrieved unions ts entitled to? 

2. The present reference was made by the Central 
Government on the failure of concilation proceedings for 
adjudication of the matter referred in the schedule referred 
above and the workman prayed fdr declaring the action of 
the management as illegal and invalid. 

3. The management turned up and opposes this 
reference. 

4. As per office memorandum dated 30-4-08, this 
case was fixed in pre Lok Adalat meeting on 5-9-08 for its 
disposal by adopting the mediation and conciliation 
mechanism. The Union representative and Shri KX. 
Kaushik for the management made a statement that both 
parties have agreed that the post of head peon, will not be 
considered to be abolished, ltt view of the same the 
reference may be disposed of as settled in Lok Adalat. In 
view of the above settlement, the workman/union withdraws 
this reference in Lok Adalat. Accordingly the reference is 
returned to the Central Government as settled in Lok Adalat. 
Central Government be informed. File be consigned to 
record. 


| Case No. LD. No. 235/99 

(1) f he Stale Secretary, UCO Bank Staff Association C/o 
UC(p Bank j Circular Road, Bhiwani 

—— 1 - 1 ___ . ___ 

Printed by the Manager, Govt, of India Press, Ring Road, MaydJjUfi; Hew Delhi-110064 
and Published by the Controller of Publitations, Delhi-11&054. 


Ulf, .?.uigarh 

5-9-08 


GX. SHARMA, Presiding Officer 



